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The increments gi.ven in table 6.2.l for each type of private school 

are positive, showing that students of the same background characteristics 

have. generally higher achievement in both of these types of private schools 

than in the public shools. However, the differences are reduced compared to 

the raw differences from table 6.l.3 (shown in the lower half of table 6.2.l), 

because of the statistical control of family background. Moreover, the 

increments are slightly higher for Catholic schools than for other private 

schools. 

Comparing the Catholic and other private background-controlled 

increments to the raw increments shows that for Catholic schools, between half 

and two thirds of the raw increments are eliminated by the statistically 

controlled background differences, and for other private schools, over two 

thirds of the raw increments are eliminated. The greater reduction for 

students in the other private schools is due to the fact that their back­

grounds differ more from public school students than do the backgrounds of 

Catholic school students. 

The background standardized senior public school increment, shown on 

the fourth row of table 6.2.l, provides us with two additional pieces of 

information regarding achievement in public and private schools. First, the 

fact that the estimates are all slightly lower than what would be estimated 

from the raw achievement scores (shown in the lower half of the table) 

indicates that the family backgrounds of seniors are slightly higher ~han 

those of sophomores, a difference that is attributable to greater dropout 

rates between grades 10 and 12 for students from lower socioeconomic 

backgrounds. Thus the estimated growth from sophomore to senior years, which 

appears low in table 6.1.3, is even less than qhat appears there. 
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comparing the sophomore increments in Catholic and other 

with senior increments in public schools indicates that the 

increments are about half as large, that is, about one grade 

while the other private increments are about half as large in 

and mathematics, but only about a fifth as large in reading. Thus, 

reading comprehension in the other private schools, in which the 

ment is almost negligible, the estimated increments due to attendance at 

lie or other private schools are about one grade level. 

It is useful to ask about the robustness of these results. They 

robust under changes in background variables (though use of 

et.s of the background variables shows greater effects) and under changes 

subtests to full tests. If we use the full tests in reading, vocabulary, 

we obtain the following estimated increments: 

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics 

Public school sophomores 8.92 10.67 18.39 

Catholic increment .67 .99 1.17 
(. 085) (.091) (.159) 

Other private increment .37 .73 1.50 
(.030) (.185) (. 321) 

private school increments are larger for the full tests, but expressed as 

of the total number of items in the test (19, 21, and 38 rather than 

18) they are very close to the same. (Standard errors of the 

crements, obtained by the method described in the footnote to table 6.2.1, 

parentheses.) 

If a single regression equation with dummy coefficients for each of 

private sectors is used, rather than separate private and public 

~uations, we find that, except in vocabulary, the estimated increments are 

those found in table 6.2.1 for the subtests and in the 

sting above for the full tests: 
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Subtests Full tests 

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics Reading Vocabulary Mathematics 

Coefficients: 
Catholic .26 .41 .46 

(.04) (.04) (.09) 
.54 

(.09) 
.92 .88 

( .09) (.16) 

Other private .02 .31 .22 
(.07) (.06) (.1~) 

.06 
(.11) 

.44 .75 
( .12) (.21) 

However, most of· the effects remain at a sizable level. In all cases, 

except three for other private schools (reading subtest and full test, and the 

mathemathics su~test), the sizes of the coefficients are considerably greater 

than twice their standard errors (shown in parenthesis). 

Thus, using several different estimates, we find that after 

controlling for varying student background characteristics, Catholic school 

sophomores perform at the highest level, sophomores in other private schools 

next, and sophomores in the public schools lowest. Aad the differences 

between the public sophomore performance and each of the two private sectors 

is significant under each method. 

Another way to examine differential effects of public and private 

schools is suggested in table 6.1.J, showing the raw scores of sophomores and 

seniors in each sector on identical subtests. We can make a sophomore to 

senior comparison similar to that in section 6.l, but controlling on family 

background differences. In effect, this is an extension of table 6.2.l and 

can be estimated at the senior level for each of the private sectors, as 

follows: 

where Ij is the added senior increment in sector j, Y j is the background 

standardized senior achievement estimate, Bj the sophomore background 

standardized achievement estimate, and G is the standardized growth rate 

(sophomore to senior increment) in public schools. 
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'J;'ABLE 6.2.2 

ESTIMATED SOPHOMORE-TO-SENIOR ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH IN CATHOLIC 

AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS BEYOND THAT IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS FOR 


STUDENT WITH AVERAGE BACKGROUNDa: SPRING 1980 


(Standard error of difference in parenthesis) 

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics 

Catholic ................,• -0.07 
(. 072) 

0.19 
(.066) 

0.01 
( .136) 

Other private ............ 0.27 
(.095) 

0.17 
( .087) 

0.17 
(.180) 

aEstimates are obtained from separate regressions for sopho­
mores and seniors in each sector, obtaining predicted achiev.ement 
in each sector and grade standardized to mean public school sophomore 
background characteristics for seventeen objective and subjective 
characteristics. "Extra growth" is obtained by comparing these standardized 
achievements between grades and then across sectors. Standard errors 
for the differences between Catholic and other private sophomore-to­
senior growth and public sophomore-to_.senior growth are calculated 
by taking the square root of the sum of variances of the sophomore­
to-senior differences for the sectors under comparison. The variances 
of the sophomore-to-senior differences are obtained by the. method 
described in the footnote to table 6.2.1. Regression coefficients 
are given in tables A.5.1 and A.5.2 in Appendix A •. 

These added sophomore-to-senior increments in both private sectors are 

beyond the senior increment (shown in table 6.2.1) in the public sector as 

shown in table 6.2.2. The table shows, overall, little or no evidence of 

extra growth in the Catholic schools beyond that in the public schools, but 

consistent extra growth in the other private schools. The amount of extra 

growth in the other private schools averages. about a quarter of the sophomore-

senior growth in the public schools ( O. 27 + 0. 17 + 0. 17 from tab le 6. 2. 2 

divided by 0.73 + 0.63 + 0.88 from table 6.2.1). 
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Again, it is useful to look at alternate 111ethods of estimating these 

increments. If the full tests were used rather thau the subtests, senior 

scores and'increments comparable to those in table 6.2.l·would be as follows 

(standardized to public school sophomores): 

leading Vocabulary Mathematics 

Public school seniot'S 10.41 12.45 18.48 

Catholic increment o.54 
(.098) 

l.29 
(.132) 

0.90 
(.138) 

Other private increment 1.18 
(.208} 

1.32 
(.280) 

l.34 
(.290) 

Although comparison of these increments directly to the sophomore increments 

on the full tests 1• less meaningful because of the different items in the 

total tests for soph0110res and seniors, a comparison may still be made. The 

comparison showe that inferences would not be changed if the full tests had 

been used. 

A single regression equation foe seniors in all sectors shows 

significant differences for both the subtests and full tests: 

Subtests Full tests 

leading Vocabulary Mathematics leading Vocabulary Mathematics 

Coefficients: 
Catholic .13 .46 .46 

(.05) (.04) ( .09) 
~32 l.ts 

(.09) (.12) 
.64 

(.14) 

Other: private .23 .34 .Sl 
(.06) (.06) (.13) 

.78 .99 
(.13) (.16) 

.96 
(.19) 

The subtest coefficients may be compared to the sum of the relevant rows in 

table 6.2.l amt 6.2.2, and the full test coefficents may be compared to 

measures shown in the preceeding tabulation. These coefficients are all lower 

thau the effects calculated by use of separate equations for the public and 

private sectors, but all are consistently ·greater: than two standard errors (in 

parenthesis). 
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Thus the analysis suggests that for a student body standardized to the 

school sophomore average background, the expected achievement of sopho­

. tea is highest in Catholic schools, next in other private schools. As for 

senior growth, there is evidence of about 25 percent more growth 

other private schools than in either the Catholic or public schools. 

However, these results concerning "growth" must be regarded with 

· caution, for there are at least two potential sources of bias. First, if the 

background controls either overcompensate for or do not wholly eliminate the 

selectivity bias, this will lead to higher scores among private sector 

Similarly, if the selectivity affects growth rates as well as 

, levels, the background controls may either overcompensate or ~t who.lly 

eliminate 	the selectivity bias in higher private school growth rates. Second, 

dropout rate is considerably greater in the public schools than in 

the private sectors, this may lead to a bias in the opposite 

Some of the apparent growth in the public sector may be attribut­

the loss of lower achieving students between the sophomore and senior 

The existence of these potential sources of bias, possibly working in 

opposite direction, suggests a more extended examination of growth rates 

under a variety of different assumptions. We turn now to that examination. 

Estimates 	of Growth Rates 

The estimates of growth are plagued both by initial selectivity into 

different school sectors, and by a grade 10 to grade 12 selectivity due to 

·dropouts between grade 10 and 12. These two types of selectivity very likely 

introduce opposite biases into the public-private achievement comparisons, 

'.biases which may be incompletely eliminated by the background variables we 

have introduced as controls. There is in addition another problem, that of 
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the "ceiling effect." "If the sophomores in one school know an average of six 

out of eight vocabulary items, while those in another school know only three 

out of eight, the sophomore-senior growth in the first school can be a maximum 

of· two itelllS, while the growth in the second school can be a maximum of five 

items. Yet we have compared "growth" in previous sections by examining only 

growth in number of items. This could be remedied by standardizing sophomore-

senior differences, dividing the difference by the number of items not learned 

by the sophomore year. 

An equivalent but somewhat more infot111&tive calculation is the cal­

culation of an explicit learning rate, unaffected by the existence of a 

ceiling. The calculation is as follows. If q is a learning rate expressed as 

the probability per unit time of learning what remains to be learned, and p is 

the probability of knowing an item at a given time, then the equation for 

learning is dp/dt • q(l-P). Solving for q, the learning rate, 'in terms of Po 

(the probability of knowing the item as a sophomore) and Pt (the probability 

-lof knowing it as a senior), gives q • -t log (1 - p )/(1 - p ) • 'Estimates 1 0

of Po and p are given as the proportion of items correct as sophomores and 1 

seniors respectively. The time difference is 2 years,. t • 2. The learning 

rate calculated in this way will be an instantaneous rate expressed as items 

1 learned per year·per item not already learned.

The ceiling effect problem can be solved in this way. The dropout 

problem (or more generally the problem that the sophomores and seniors are 

samples from different populations) cannot be solved with present data, -but 

some headway is possible. In particular, it is possible to calculate 

1some critics of the draft report have objected to the introduction of 
this learning "model" as introducing assumptions that have uiiknown effects. 
'Qiis objection fails to recognize that the learning rate as calculated is 
nothing more than a calculation of the gain per unit line divided by the 
possible gain at that time, taking into account that the possible gain will 
vary continuously over time. 
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different learning rates in ea~h type of school, using different assumptions. 

Some of these assumptions, such as those used in the preceding section, almost 

certainly overestimate learning rates by not taking dropouts into account; 

some very possibly underestimate learning rates by overcorrection for 

dropouts. Thus, ·rates calculated under some assumptions favor schools in 

which dropout is high, others favor schools in which dropout is low. These 

estimates of learning rates under different assumptions can give some bounds, 

not only to learning rates, but also to the public-private differences. 

The value of doing all of this, of course, is that estimates of growth 

provide a different and more effective way of correcting for bias due to 

selection into the private sector. In effecr, they use the sophomore test 

score as a control for the senior test score, thus controlling for any 

selective factors which show up in high sophomore scores, and not only those 

which are related to measured background characteristics. 

We will provide three estimates of growth rates iu reading, 

vocabulary, and mathematics achievement, arrived at in different ways, as 

described below. 

1. 	 Raw Scores Table 6.1.3 gives the raw test scores for sophomores and 
seniors in the three subtests. These test scores are not corrected 
for dropout. Thus learning rates calculated from them will 
overestimate learning rates, and will overestimate most for the' 
public schools, where the dropout rate is highest (as will be 
indicated below). 

2. 	 Background-adjusted scores Tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 provide the growth 
rates in each sector for students with the measured background 
characteristics of public school sophomores. In the public sector, 
as well as the private sector, this means there is a correction for 
dropouts through the background standardization which adjusts 
seniors' scores to those of the average public school sophomore. 
However, insofar as the lower scores of dropouts are not wholly 
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TA.BU: 6.2.3 

TOTAL aostns OF SOPHOMORES AND SDIOBS nt SAMP!.!D saooLS :Ott 

ES'ID!A.TntG DROPOUTS BC"ri'Em SOPROMOll AND S~lIOtl Y-.:.AllS: 


SP'RDTG 1980 


Item 

Number of so-phomru ill 
suq:1lad school.s ........ 

Public: 

369,942 

Catholic: 

16,030 

Other 

Prlvat:a 


2,009 

Number of seniors in 
suq:1led school.s ........ 282,084 14,181 l,i46 

Di.ffal:'enca ......... 87,858 . l.,849 263 

Pro-pori:iott of so-phamore 
class ................. .24 .u .l3 

PT0-poni011 of senior 
class ...... ,• ........... .31 .l.3 .l.S 

accounted for by these background factors, there remains an 
uncorrected overestimate of learning rates. This will again be 
gnatest in the public schools,,. where the dropout rate is greatest. 
Here, then, any uncorrected selection bias operates against the 
private sec~ors. 

3. 	 Dropout-adjusted senior sc~res By first: estimating the proportion of 
dropouts in each sector, and then by making assumptions of their 
place in the test score distribution, it is.possible to recalculate 
senior scores in effect by adding back into the senior test score 
distribution the assumed scores of dropouts. Our estimate of drop­
outs is obtained as follows. In each school, we kt10W' the total, size 
of the senior roster and the total size of the sophomore roster. The 
difference between them is due to several factors, including ~he 
sizes of the total cohort these two years, as well as the dropout 
rate between sophomore and senior years. Since factors except the 
last are relat'i.vely minor, we may regard this difference as an esti ­
mate of the ltWllber of dropouts who are ao longer present in the 
seniot' class • 

Table 6.2.3 shows the total number of sophomores and seniors in the 

sampled schools by sector, as well as the fraction this represents of the 

sophomore class and the fraction it represents of the senior class. The table 

shows that, according to this estimate, about 24 percent of the sophomore 
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in public schools is gone by the senior year, or a 24 percent dropout 

The comparable rates in Catholic and other private schools are 12 and 

respectively. 

The 24 percent dropout rate in public schools represents 31 pe~cent of the 

ior class. This means that only about 76 percent of the students (100/131) who 

be compared with sophomores to get a measure of achievement growth have 

school data--and that the missing 31 percent of 

from the lower part of the distribution. Similar 

~atements, though for smaller fractions of the class (13 to 15 percent), can 

made ab8ut Catholic and other private schools. To adjust the senior test 


core distribution in each sector, we have assumed that the dropouts came from 


he lower SO percent of the test score distribution on each test and were 


istributed in that lower half in the same way that remaining seniors in the 


of the distribution are distributed. In effect this means that 

lower half of the senior test, score distribution, and within the 

~pper half, the distributions do not change; but the lower half, augmented by 

th"e dropouts, becomes a larger share of the total. 

This assumption leads to modified senior test scores, giving the 

scores and estimated senior-sophomore gains shown in table 6.2.4. The 

timated gain is reduced most in the public schools, because the estimated 


rate is over twice as high as in either private sector. 


Since the estimated p~opO'l'tion of dropouts is somewhat higher than 


timates from other sources (Grant and Eiden: 1980), they should be 

nsidered overestimates of the actual dropout rate. The assumption about 

from in the test score distribution may be proble-

Dropouts may be less fully drawn from the lower part of the test score 

stribution than assumed. If there are errors in numbers of dropouts and 
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T.ilL! 6.2.4 

ESTIMA!ED SOPHOMORE-SENIOR GAINS IN !EST SCORES WI?JI 
CORRECTIONS FOR DROPOUTS MISSING FROM 

SENIOR DIS'.r.R.!3UTION: SPRDJG 1980 

Item 
Public 

10 12. Est. 
Ga.in 

Catholic 

10 12. Est. 
Gain 

Other Private 

10 l2 Es:. 
Ga;.., 

Esdmated gainsa 

Reading 3.57 4.0S 0.47 4.33 4.81 0.47 4.30 S.ll o.a1 

Vocabulary 3.68 4.09 0,.41 4.58 S.19 0.61 4.73 S.35 0.62 

Maehematics 9.39 9. 77 0.38 ll.04 ll.73 0.68 ll.28 12..26 0.98 

~umbers ara rounded to eao decimals independently so that some rounded 
"estimated gains11 differ from the difference bet"'.weea. rouucied sophomore and 
senior scores. 

their locations in the achievement distribution, they probably lead to under­

·:!Stimates of learning rates, and greatest underestimates where dropout is 

greatest, that is, the public schools. 

Thus, if learning rates are calculated from each of these three sets 

of test scores--raw, background-corrected, and dropout-corrected--we have 

learning rates which we can be fairly certain are overestimates in the first 

two cases and underestimates in the·third. The first two estimates favor 

public schools while the third.favors the private schools. 

Table 6.2.5 shows the estimated learning rates, calculated for (1) 

table 6.1.3 (2) tables 6.2.l and 6.2.2; and (3) table 6.2.4. 'nlese rates 

provide a range for each test and each sector, within which the correct rate 

very likely falls. 'nle rates are lowest for the mathematics items, and 

roughly comparable for the reading comprehension questions and the vocabulary 

words. For vocabulary and mathematics, there is no ambiguity: both rows (1) 

and (2), which are probably favorable for public schools, and row (3), which 

is probably favorable for private sector schools, show higher learning 
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. 
TABLE 6.2.5 

ESTIMATED LEARNING RATES: USING RAW SCORES, 

BACKGROUND-ADJUSTED AND DROPOUT-ADJUSTED 


ESTIMATESa: 

SPRING 1980 


Public Catholic Other Private 

Reading 

L Raw Scores ............... 
2. Background-adjusted . ..... .11 .10 .16 

3. Dropout adjusted . ........ 
.09 .09 .13 
.06 .07 .12 

Vocabulary 

1. Raw Scores ............... 
2. Background-adjusted ...... .10 . .13 .14 

3. Dropout-adjusted . ........ .08 .12 .11 
.OS .10 .10 

Mathematics 

1. Raw Scores ............... 
2. Background-adjusted ...... .08 .08 .12 

3. Dropout-adjusted ......... 
.OS .06 .07 
.02 .OS .08 

aBackground standardized to average public school sophomore. 

rates in both Catholic and other private sectors. In reading, however, there 

are inconsistencies: rows (1) and (2) show a lower rate in the Catholic 

sector than the public sector, while row (3) shows a higher rate in the 

1 · Catholic sector •

1It should be pointed out that the apparent low sophomore-senior 
learning rate for reading in the Catholic schools is inconsistent with the raw 

.and background-standardized sophomore rates, which are higher than in either 
of the other sectors. If a constant learning rate is assumed, and the public 
school learning rate from row 2 is used to calculate the time· when reading 
· omprehension was zero, the time would be 6.6 years before the grade 10 
est. If the same 6.6 years is used in conjunction with the background­
tandardized sophomore score of 3.92 in Catholic schools (from table 6.2.1), 
his gives a learning rate of .10 during that period, greater than the .09 
ate in the public sector. 
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Thus the overall evidence from calculation of ranges of learning rates 

coufirms the inference of somewhat greater achievement in the private sector 

for vocabulary and mathematics; tbe evidence is divided concerning the public­

1 Catholic comparison in reading.

6.2.l.2 Different effects for students from different backgrounds 

In addition to the level of achievement students obtain in the various 

sectors, it is important to know something about the equality of outcomes for 

students from different backgrounds. We may ask, then, just how similar the 

sectors are in the differences in achievement that exist between students with 

varying family backgrounds. 

1A problem not discussed in the text is the fact that some students in 
all sectors did not take the tests, and the proportion differs from sector to 
sector though it is similar from test to test within sectors. For the 
mathematics tests, it is 9.2 percent for sophomores and 13.0 percent for 
seniors in the public sector, 4.2 percent for sophomores and 8 .• 8 percent for 
seniors in the Catholic sector, and ia:2 percent foe sophomores and 19.0 
percent for seniors in the other private sector. To take into account these 
differences, tests scores were imputed for those with missing test scores, 
using a variety of predictor variables. For example, for the mathematics test 
for seniors, the following variables were included: grades in school; number 
of semesters of mathematics c~urses in grades 10 to 12; having taken algebra 
2, calculus, remedial mathematics, advanced mathematics; reading the front 
page of the newspaper; interest in school; satisfaction with self; absences; 
tardiness; sex; father's education; mother's education; family income; race; 
and ethnicity. Separate regression equations were estimated for seniors tud 

2sophomores, and for public and private (the two private sectors together). R 
were .37 and .so for sophomores and seniors in public schools and .39 and .47 
for sophomores and seniors in private schools. Recalculating the mean 
achievement in mathematics after values were imputed changes the means very 
little (sophomores: 9.2, ll.l, 11.2 1n public, Catholic, and other private, 
and seniors; 10.4, 12.2, 12.7 in public, Catholic, and other private). 
Comparing these scores with those in table 6.1.3 shows little difference, with 
a 0.2 decrease in both sophomores and seniors in public schools, O.l increase 
in both sophomores and seniors in Catholic schools, and 0 .1 decrease in 
sophomores in other private schools, and ao change in seniors. Consequently, 
imputed values were not included in making the calculations in the test. 
However, to fully test any e:lfect of the missing values, learning-rate 
calculations were made for mathematics with imputed scores included. These 
were .02, .07, and .09 for public, Catholic, and other private schools respec­
tively. These show slightly higher values for Catholic and other private 
schools, but do not change the qualitative inferences made in the text. 
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For instance, what is the expected achievement for students whose 

rents' education is considerably above the national average as compared with 

se whose parents are considerably below t11e national average? Such a 

arison will show how well each of these school sectors functions for 

1tudents from different family backgrounds. 

For this analysis, Catholic and other private schools were·examined 

because of evidence that students from differing family 

backgrounds fare differently in these two sectors. Consequently, to obtain 

stable estimates the number of controlled background characteristics were 

reduced. We believe that this does not affect the inferences drawn in this 

Three background characteristics are chosen for the comparisons: 

parental education, race, and ethnicity. To compare the expected achievement 

by parental education, we estimate first the case where both parents are high 

school graduates, and, second, the case where both parents are college 

graduates~keeping the other background characteristics (income, race and 

ethnicity) at the average for public school sophomores. Similarly, the 

expected achievement by race and ethnicity is estimated, keeping the other 

1background variables at the national average.

Table 6.2.6 shows the results of calculating these expected 

achievement differences by grade and section. The most striking finding is 

1These comparisons are carried out using the same type of analysis as 
in tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 , but with fewer background variables, as described 
in the text. Regression coefficients are given in appendix A.4. Por the 
black-white and Hispanic/non-Hispanic comparisons, the regression coefficients 
themselves are used, since black and Hispanic were dummy variables in the 
equation. For parental education, the difference is calculated as the sum of 
regression coefficients for parental education, multiplied by S (•7-2). The 
black-white and Bispanic/non-Hisp~nic differences are not shown for other 
private schools because the numbers of blacks and Hispanics in the sample of 
these schools is small enough to make estimates unstable. 



TAILI 6.2.6 

ISTlllAUD ACllllVENENT AT CIADll lO AID 12 fOI STUDEHTS VlTH PARlllTS or DIFFlllllT 

IDUCATIPllAL UVILS• DIFFllllllT MCI• AID DIFFllENT ITHNICln • DnllRVISI 


STa\llDARDIZID 10 rulLIC SOPllCHHll IACICllouttD1 SPllNC 1910 
(Standard error la parentheaia •) 

I 
N 

i 
I 

Pub I ic Sectoll Ce~holic Sector 
 Other Private Sector 

Compariaon 

leadlna Vocabulary Hath-tics leadlna 
 Vocabulary Hath-tics Readina Vocabulary Hatli-tlce Cateaory 

10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12· 10 12 10 12 

1. 	 Parental'educatlon 

a. 	 Hlah achool 
1raduation J.I J.9 J.I J.I 1.J 9.J J.I 4.1 4.0 4.9 10.1 10.9 J.J 4.0 J.4 4.2 1.6 9.4 

Coll•&• 411 "· araduatloa 4.2 4.9 4.J 5.0 10.6 11.1 4.6. 5.l ft.I 5.6 ll.2 12.4 4.6 5.4 4.1 5.6 ll.l 12. 7 

2. 	 Race and ethaicltE 

a. White/Anglo 3.1 4.1 3.9 4.6 9.9 '11.0 4.l 5.0 4.5 4.1 11.0 12.0 * * * * 
 * * 
llhpanlc l.O l.5 l.2 l.7 1.1 8.8 l.I 4.6 4.0 4.1 9.5 10.1 "· * * * * 
 * * 


c. I lack 2.1 J.] 2.1 3.4 1.2 a.a l.7 4.4 3.5 4.5 10.;J * * • * 
 * • 
'·' J. Diffarencem1 

a. 	 Collea• va 
Hiah •ch-I 1.1 1.0 1.2 1.2 2.J 2.4 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.7 1.0 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.5 2.1 J.l 
parental (.OJ) (.OJ) (.OJ) (.06) (,06) (.06) (.09) (.10) (.01) (.08) (.16) (.19) (.22) (.2]) (.20) (.21) (.44) (.4J ) 
education 

b. 	 Analo we. 0.1 1.2 0.7 0.9 2.2 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.5 1.6 1.2 ••• * * * * * * Uhpanic (.05) (.06) (.06) (.05) (.07) (.11) (.14) (.16) (.14) (.ll) (.26) (.JO) 

c. 	 White va 1.2 l.l 1.1 1.3 2.7 2.9 0.6 0.6 1.0 o.a 2.0 1.1 * * * * * * 
I lack (.04) (.04) (0.5) (.04) (.09) (.01) (.16) (.11) (.15) (.15) (.29) (.ll) 

* 	sa.,le aise too ...11 to eati..te reliablllty. 
.
a 


Slanclard crr,,ra uf the dHf..re11ccs are coa1•uted by the aetbod de11crlbecl In tile footnote tu table 6.2.1, with t11e 
following llOdlflcutlu1111: U1e Y&ictor uf 111ea1111, X, 11uw hu11 the dcter•lned value11 for 1111rent11l education, race or etlmklty, 88 Ille 
ca11e .ay be, in place of the pub Uc auplm-re ..a118 011 tlm8e variables. Since. for each 11ector-1rade level, unly ooc equat Ion Is 
e&liMated per t"at. the cov~rlance of alu11es ••trix la lclc11tlcnl for both of lite X vectur11 that enter a given c••parl8un. 
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a;qeater difference in achievement among students with different parental 

.edjl.cation levels in the other private schools than in the public schools. 

That is, the performance of children from parents with differing educational 

is more similar in Catholic schools than in public schools (as· well as 

being, in general, higher), while the performance of children of parents with 

differing educational backgrounds is less similar in other private schools 

than in public schools (as well as being, in general, higher). 1 

Thus we have the paradoxical result that the Catholic schools come 

closer to the American ideal of the "common school," educating all alike, than 

do the public schools. Furthermore, as the lower panels of table 6.2.6 show, 

a similar result holds for race and ethnicity. The achievement of blacks is 

closer to that of whites, and the achievement of Hispanics is closer to that 

of non-Hispanics in Catholic schools than in public schools. 

There remain two possible interpretations for this result, which will 

not be pursued here, but which warrant analysis. One is that within the same 

school there is greater diversity in performance between children of different 

family backgrounds in public and other private schools than in Catholic 

schools. The other is that the greater diversity of performance in public and 

other private schools arises from a greater diversity of schools. More 

specifically, in some schools, composed primarily of students from higher 

socioeconomic backgroq.nds, performance is high, higher than would be predicted 

on the basis of comparable students' performance in more heterogeneou8 

1This same pattern of results is found within academic and general 
programs in the public and Catholic sector. (See Coleman, Hoffer, Kilgore, 
1981) 
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schools. On the other hand, in schools composed primarily of students frO'lll 

lower socioeconomic backgrounds, performance is lower than would be predicted 

on the basis of comparable students' performance in heterogeneous schools. 

Data presented earlier in section 6.1 on the fraction of achievement variable 

lying between schools shows that the Catholic schools have the lowest 

variance, and the other private schools the highest. 

There is another important aspect of table 6.2.6. This is the 

comparison of achievement differences among students frO'lll different 

backgrounds at the sophomore and senior levels in different sectors. In 

general, these differences are smaller at the senier level than at the 

sophomore level in the Catholic schools, while they are greater at the senior 

level in the public and other private schools. Among nine sophomore-senior 

comparisons, six senior differences are smaller, two are equal, and one is 

greater in the Catholic schools; one is smaller, one is equal, and seven are 

greater in the public schools; and one is equal and two are greater in the 

other private schools.l 

Thus, not only is the achievement lllOre alike among students frO'lll 

different backgrounds in the Catholic schools than in the other sectors, .it 

seems to 	become increasingly alike from the sophomore to the senior year. In 

the public and other private schools, the achievement of students frO'lll 

different backgrounds seems, in contrast, to diverge. 

6.2.1.3 	 Alternative strateJies for distinguishing between selection and 

effect 


1The qualitative inferences made in this section in comparing Catholic 
and public schools would be unchanged if all 17 background characteristics 
were ~ontrolled (analysis not reported here). It is because of the small 
sample size in the other private sector that the characteristics used here are 
reduced in number. 
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Becau~e there is clearly self-selection into the private sector, the 

\~ask of distinguishing between achievement differences due to selection and 

8chievement differences due to different effects of schools in the three 

sectors is particularly important. 

There is no wholly satisfactory way of distinguishing selection from 

effect in the absence of randomized assignment. For that reason, we have 

chosen to address the question of effect by several strategies. In.section 

6.2.1, we estimated achievement in public and private schools with statistical 

controls for all measured background factors which might also affect 

achievement and be related to the student's educational sector. The method, 

however, is subject to at least three kinds of difficulties. Two of these 

would ordinarily lead to attributing to effect of the sector some achievement 

differences actually due to selection. The other kind of difficulty would 

ordinariiy lead to attributing to selection some achievement differences 

actually due to to differential sector effects. Two of the three may be 

illustrated by the path diagram in figure 6.2.l(a), and the third, by the path 

diagram in figure 6.2.l(b). 

In figure 6.2.l(a) if there are effects as shown by lines 1, 2, and 3, 

then the method properly estimates the sector effects. If, however, there are 

other background factors, not included in the equation, labelled (A) in the 

diagram, and if there are non-zero effects represented by broken lines 4 and 

5, then some achievement differences due to selection into the private sector 

are mistaken for sector effects. However, the closer to 1.0 the correlation 

(represented by line 6) between measured and unmeasured background factors, 

the smaller the error, reducing to zero if the correlation is 1.0. 

Still in figure 6.2.l(a), there may be intermediate factors 

represented by (B), that are affected by school sector, and in turn affect 
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These intermediate factors include such things as parental 

and expectations which are responsive to school performance and 

If thes.e intermediate factors are included in the equation, 

en some achievement differences due to sector eff ect~and operating through 

factors (B)~are mistakenly attributed to selection. 

The third kind of difficulty is shown by figure 6.2.l(b). If the same 

is used as in figure (a), but instead of lines 1, 2, and 3 being true 

there are unmeasured variables of which the measured background 

are only imperfect indicators, then some differences due to selection 

be mistakenly attributed to sector effect. 

In the presence of these problems, our strategy has consisted of the 

following: 

1) 	 Including as many background factors as possible, so that in 
figure (a), the possibility of variables like those labelled 
(A)--that is, with effects 4 and 5 but with a small relation to 
mea8ured background~ is reduced. Also, if figure (b) is the 
correct specification, the inclusion of many factors, if they 
are together perfect indicator& of the unmeasured variable, will 
eliminate any difference between the true sector effect and the 
measured sector effect. 

2) 	 Including in the equation some intermediate factors (represented 
by (B) in figure 6.2.l(a)), so that any tendency toward 
overestimates of sector effects due to unmeasured factors (A), 
or toward the paths shown in figure 6.2.l(b), is counterbalanced 
by a tendency toward underestimates due .to inclusion of factors 
(B). 

3) 	 Measuring an additio~l consequence of the sector effect, in 
particular, the effect on sophomore to senior achievement 
growth. The general argument is that. if a sector effect exists, 
it should be manifest~d not only through higher achievement at 
sophomore and senior levels, but through greater sophomore-to~ 
senior growth. This was tested under three different sets of 
assumptions to provide a range of estimates of growth expected 
to bracket the true e~fect. This was done in section 6.2.1.1. 

4) 	 Measuring still another consequence of sector effect, if a 
sector effect exists, and if it operates through certain school 
practices and policies, then one should find that same effect 
within the public sector itself, by examining schools that 
differ in the practices. This is carried out in the next 
chapters. 



There are, however, other alternative strategies. One, which has come 

into use 'by some social scientists, is explicit •odelling of the structure 

shown in figure (b). Some (see Campbell, 1981) have argued that such an 

approach, using for example the LISREL program, should be used. Ve have not 

done so; our experience with LISREL is that its estimates are greatly 

dependent on model specification. 

Another strategy which has been advocated is the use of econometric 

models designed to eliminate selection bias (Goldberger, 1981). These models 

have been designed for use in estimatin1 - for example - the effect of a 

manpower training program on subsequent wages when there is self-selection 

into the manpower training program. Ordinarily, the necessity for such 

modelling arises because the dependent variable (e.g., wages) is observed only 

for the "selected" portion of the population (see Heckman, 1979), thus making 

estimates of sector effect not robust to differences in 1ll0dels. 

The problem this approach addresses is this: Suppose the correct 

structure of effects is that shown by'paths 1, 2, and 3 in figure (a). 

However, if one carries out a regression analysis inv~lving only those 

students selected into a given sector, there is a potential bias in estimates 

of the effects of background variables on achievement, due to the self­

selection into that sector. Since we used, in most of our analysis, separate 

equations for public and' private sectors, and used estimates of the effects of 

background characteristics in arriving at sector effects, this sample 

specification bias could influence the estimates of sector effects. This 

seems unlikely, because, unlike the situation for which this approach was 

designe~, here the dependent variable, achievement, is observed for the total 



fJtion of 10th and 12th grade students, and our analysis involved use 
of 

1 
the full sample--albeit in two equations.

In addition, supplementary analysis (see pp. 20 and 22) was 
 done using 

sectors in B single equation, thus involving no selection in the sample PU 

the regression analysis was done. 

Nevertheless, it is possible to take selection into account in our 

separate sectors.~ Two equations mu&t be identified for 

analysis: one, a probit equation, which predicts entry into the 

(or public) sector; the other, a regression equation which predicts 

achievement outcome, controlling on the probability of having the observed 

kground characteristic governing selection, given that one was in the 

(or public) sector. 

We used this technique in order to have still another approach to 

stinguishing differences in achievement due to selection into a sector from 

ose due to sector effects. Two model specif~cations were used. In both, 

(full) sophomore mathematics test was used as ~he outcome variable. The 

assumes that all the variables which affect achievement directly 

affect entry into the private or public sector. Thus, the selectivity 

control in the achievement regression equation captures the nonlinear 

-215­

1A more appropriate use of the model would be to estimate the effects 
various factors on achievement a~ong seniors in 1982 or when observations 
sophomores were made in 1980, but who are not all present in 1982. If no 

sting of dropouts were to be done in 1982, the method could be used to 
rrect for.dropouts when estimating effects of background and school factors 
achievement. 

2This is done by including, in an ordinary least squares regression, 
r a generalized least squares regression, a term representing the probability 
f the private sector. (The inverse of this quantity is technically known as 
ll's ratio.) See Heckman (1979), who has developed this technique, for an 
tended discussion. 
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effects of the set of variables in question on the achievement outcome. For 

both the probit equation predicting sector entry and regression equation 

predicting mathematics achievement, all but two of the seventeen variables 

used earl!~ were entered into the equation: father's education and father's 

1 expectations for college were deleted. Two variables were added to the 

analysis because of thei~ relationship to entry into the private sector: 

religious background (Catholic versus non-Catholic) and region (Northeast 

versus other). The results for this model were not reasonable.2 

For the second model specification we identified three variables as 

instt'UDlental~that is, th~y affect entry into the private or public sector, 

but do not have a direct effect on achiev.ement: income, religion, and 

educational expectations in the eighth grade. Each variable captures some 

major factor thought. to contribute to private school entt"Y: · parents' 

financial assets, religious value preferences; and educational ambitions. The 

estimates for increments to achievement due to being in a private sector 

school using this second model of selecting and achievement again were greater 

than the raw increments, a result at odds with our other analyses, which 

showed that controlling on background factors reduces the raw increments by a 

half to two thirds or more. The dependence of these results ou model 

1nie program available for this analysis required a listwise deletion of 
cases and ou1y 70% of the respondents had usable data on facller's education.. Sopha 
more response to item BB039 (father's education) included 8 percent who said they 
did not live with father, .17 percent who said they did not know, 4 percent multiple 
punch, and 2 percent who ~ither refused to answer or had missing data •. 

2The results of the first stage, the probit analysis, are showu in 
Appendix table A.7 for both models. The probit analysis showed quite 
reasonable coefficients; the second stage analysis is where the problems 
arose. 

The estimated increments due to being in a Catholic or other private 
sctool were not only positive, they were greatel" than the raw increments shown 
in Table 6.2.1, and in fact, put scores for private sectors beyond the test 
limits. The result probably expresses the instability of the model with the 
particular data set used here. 
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ifications and their instability with these data suggest that this 

tntial avenue toward separating selection from effect is not helpful in 

particular case. 

Finally, we used one more approach to provide further evidence, 

lowing an approach once suggested by Donald Campbell. This is based on the 

If a private school '.a apparent effect is due only to selection, 

achievement found there will be complemented by achievement 

the remaining group, say in the public school, that is lower than would be 

ad if there were no private school. That is, any increased achievement in 

comes about through lower achievement in the other. 

However, if the apparent effect is a true one, there will be some 

0 
clitional achievement in the system, due to the presence of the private 

Achievement will not be lower in the public school. 

This general idea 111ay be tested as follows: Consider two groups with 

· chievement anticipated as equal, says, in the absence of a differential 

Then if private schools are available to the first group, with 

choosing a private school, and not to the second, and there is a school 

of size c then the achfevement in the first group, averaged over both 

schools and private schools, should be s + p c, while it is only s in 1

e second group. Or more generally, if it is less available to the second 

private school, the achievement should be s ~ P2C 

the second group. The observed difference, d, between achievement in the 

groups is (p - P2)c, and since p and Pt are known, c may 1 2 be estimated as 

• d/(pl - P2) • 

Two groups which can be assumed to have equal achievement, other 

constant, are Catholics and non-Catholics. Catholics, however, have 

access to private schools. For Catholics, P m .195, and for1 
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non-Catholics, P • .051, giving a difference of .144. Thus, a bias-free 2 

estimation of the private (mostly Catholic) school effect is given as d/.144. 

This approach is problematic because the method requires that one be 

fairly certain that the achievement in the two groups is equal, in the absence 

of private school attendance. More generally, the method is highly sensitive 

to small differences in S for group l and group 2, so long as the denominator, 

p - p ., is small.1 2

The difference, d, can be calculated in two different ways: first, 

simply by the raw difference betwe·en Catholics and non-Catholics, and second, 

by the difference which remains after statistically controlling on variables 

related to achievement on which Catholics and non-Catholics might differ. The 

latter is done by a regression analysis on the total sample, using the 

previously specified seventeen background factors, region (Northeast versus 

other), and an additional dummy variable for Catholic religious background. 

The value of this dummy variable is then the estimate of d. 

The six regression analyses (bhree tests in each of two grades) result 

in regression coefficients, which when divided by .144 give estimates for c, 

the increment in achievement due to attending a Catholic school. (The.numbers 

in the first row should be comparable to row 2 of table 6.2.l). (Standard 

errors are in parentheses.) These estimates are: 

lteadiy Vocabula~ Mathematics 

Sophomores .535 (.18) .729 (.16) 1.59 ( .34) 

Seniors -.430 (.20) .375 (.17) .424 {.37) 

These comparable raw differences when divided by .144 are: 

Sophomores 1.53 1.96 4.94 

Seniors .63 1.53 3.69 
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tesults in the first two rows indicate much larger effects of Catholic 

1 attendance for sophomores than the analyses shown in table 6.2.1, and 

er effects than calculations from table 6.2.2 would show. Therefore, the 

ts appear to indicate that the assumption that s (public school achieve-

t) is comparable for Catholics and non-Catholics is not valid, even after 

rolling for possible background differences, or that the divisor, .144, is 

8111811 as to make the results unstable. However, the evidence it 

is in the direction of a positive effect of Catholic schools on 

bievement (except for reading, at the senior level). 

Another possible comparison, based on the same general idea, is one 

themselves. Some Catholic students have a Catholic school 

~earby, making attendance at Catholic school easy; others do not. Our sample 

.·design does not permit distinguishing these two sets of Catholic students, but 

it does allow distingu'lshing a subset af the former. Each Catholic school in 

the sample is in a particular (five-digit) zip code area. In many of these 

areas, public schools were also included in the sample. Thus, these areas 

have Cat~olics in public schools who had the opportunity to attend Catholic 

schools, but did not. They constitute the "nonselected" Catholic students. 

In the other public schools, some of the, Catholic students had access to a 

school (that is, a school not in our sample), but some did not. The 

Catholic students in public schools without a Catholic school nearby should be 

higher-achieving than Catholic students in public schools near a Catholic 

school, by the amount of the selection bias. Adjusting the average achieve­

ment by use of the statistical controls will give a difference representing 

the unremoved selection bias. The amount of selection bias is the achievement 

in public schools in those areas without a nearby Catholic school, minus 

achievement in public school in those areas near a Catholic school. If this 
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DUFEUNC!S IN AV!RAG! ACllllVEMENT SCORES FOB. PUBLIC SCROOL 

STO'DEHTS Ilf il.!A.S W!l'HOUT A SAMPLED CA:I'ROLIC SCROOL AND 


PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS IN ilUS W1TB A SAMPLED. 

CATHOLIC scaoot: 4 SPl.ING 1980 


Catholic Students Non-<:adlolic Students 

Adjusted with Five­
Variable Background 
Regression 

Sophomores ••••••••• 

Seniors ••••••••••••• 

-.200 .155 

.015 .103 

Raw llifferences 

Sophomores •••••••••• 

Seniors •••••• , •••••• 

.211 .255 

.194 .202 

•.u-eaa were identified by five-di&it zipcode numbers. 

difference is zero, it is evidence that all the selection bias has been 

removed; 1f it is positive, it 1s evidence that not all the selection bias has 

been removed. 

Both the adjiisted (using a five-variable background statistical 

control used 1D table 6.2.6) and unadjusted differences are shown. 1D table 

6.2.7. They are averaged over the three tests to give a single number at each 

grade level as a further control. The same comparison for non~atholics (that 

is, those who are in public schools in the same five-digit zip code area aa a 

sampled Catholic school, and those in public schools outside those areas) is 

made. 
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If there is an unremoved selection effect, the·n the Catholic column 

be positive, as it is in three of four cases. It should also be 

the non-Catholic column, but it is not. The non-Catholic column 

.shows in all cases a positive value that is slightly larger. Thus, non- . 

Catholics are used as a coinparison to control for unmeasured characteristics 

associated in those zipcode areas where Catholic schools in the sample are 

located. The positive values shown for non-Catholics indicate a general lower 

achievement among non-Catholics in those areas (e~en after controlling in the 

regression on family income, mother's and father's education, race, and 

Hispanic ethnicity). .This means that the positive values for three of the 

four Catholic numbers using both raw and adjusted values do not indicate a 

eelection bias favoring Catholic schools. If anything it appears that any 

bias in the main analysis is in the other direction. Therefore, the test 

using the zipcode areas provides no evidence that there is an unremoved 

selection bias favoring Catholic school achievement in this analysis. 

6.3 School sector effects on educational plans 

In section 6.1, it was evident that plans for further education vary 

across sectors. What is not clear is just how much of this difference is a 

matter of selection and how much is actually brought about by the type of high 

school attended. While that question cannot be answered conclusively here, it 

is possible to understand more about the development of educational plans in 

each of the sectors. 

First, controlling on the same seventeen family background character­

istics used in table 6.2.1, it is possible to see the differences among the 

educational plans for studentY with similar family background characteristics • 

. Table 6.3.1, comparable to the combined tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 for 
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TA.BU: 6.J.l 

ESTD!l!!D INCJEMENTS DI EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOB. STU'DENTS 

DI PU!LIC AND PlUVA'I! SCHOOLS WI'I'll FAMll.Y 8ACKGROT1ND 


CONTllOLI.ED: SP!lING 1980 

(Standard errors of differences in parentheses)a 

!roeccad level for public school soobomores .................. 2.1? 

Sopb0110re increment in: 

Caeholic schoola ................................•........ .2s 
(.020) 

Other private schoolS ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .11 
(.041) 

Se11ior increment: ill public achoola .......................... .oa 
(.008) 

Additional increment: for seniors in: 

Cacholic schools •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -. ll 
(.029) 

Ocher private schools ..........•......•.•......•.......... .OJ 

.060) 

aStandard e?Tors for the increments are calculated by the 
method described in the footnotes to tables 6.2.l and 6.2.2. 

cognitive achievement, shows these differences. The table is based, as in the 

case of cognitive achievement, on regressions of expected level of schooling 

by grade aud sector. 

The categories used for this analysis, aud their associated values, 

are given below. Thus, in examining table 6.J. l, the numbers should be 

interpreted in terms of these categories: 

High school graduation or less l 
Some post-secondary education 2 
Complete 4 years of college· 3 
M.A., Ph.D or other professional degree 4 

The table shows that, for sophomores in public schools, the average 

level of education expected is 2.27, that is, slightly above "some post­

http:CONTllOLI.ED
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: secondary" education. Sophomores with comparable backgrounds in Catholic 

schools are almost one quarter level (.25) higher, while those in other 

private schools are about one-tenth of a level (.11) higher. Public school 

seniors with backgrounds simiiar to public school sophomores are only .08 · 

higher in expectations. The seniors in Catholic schools show .11 less gain 

than the seniors in public schools, or almost no gain relative to sophomores, 

while the seniors in other private schools show almost the same gain as the 

seniors in public schools. The lesser sophomore-senior gain in Catholic 

schools may, of course, be due to the higher levels fot Catholic sophomores, 

which can produce a ceiltng effect. 

It is also difficult to estimate the differential sophomore-senior 

change in educational expectations by sector, because of the differential 

dropout rate by school type (as shown in table 6.2.3), although controlling on 

family background characteristics partially corrects for this. Thus, for 

example, the estimated gain of .08 of an educational level in public schools 

may be solely due to the fact that those with the lowest educational 

expectations in the-sophomore class are no longer present in the senior class. 

There is, however, a way of estimating the change in educational 

expectations over time and across sectors which is based on the same person 

changing over time, and thus is not affected by dropouts. The seniors were 

asked whether they expected to attend college when they were in grades 8, 9, 

10, and 11. The sophomores were asked the same question about their college· 

expectations in grades 6, 7, 8, and 9. (Items BB068, EB068, 1!072). Although 

such retrospective accounts cannot be wboily reliable, they are the only 

source of such information for these students. And they do show changes over 

time, indicating that students did discriminate between years, and did not 

simply respond alike for all years. 
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Panel (a) in table 6.3.2·shows the actual percent of seniors who 

reported expecting to go to college at each grade level in each sector, and 

panel (b) shows the expected percent for students with family background 

1 standardized to the public school sophomore. Panels (c) and (d) show 

comparable information for sophomores. 

Looking at panels (a) and (c), the actual" responses, the data show 

that college expectations are higher in the private school sectors than in the 

public sectors. Between sector differences in educational plans appear to 

correspond to between sector differences in family background, with the 

exception that parental income and education are lower in Catholic schools 

than in other private schools, while college expectations in Catholic schools 

are just aa high as those in other private schools. 

When background& are standardized to public school sophomores in 

panels (b) and (d) of the table, the differences are in the same direction. 

The differences between public and private are reduced, though all privat~ 

schools remain above the public school•· The Catholic schools become almost 

uniformly higher than the other private schools.2 

1Again, family background variables are those used in table 6.2.1 and 
listed in section 6.2.1. 

2The regression analysis was car~ied out with a 0-1 dependent 
variable, a procedure not usually wise to follow because of 
beteroscedasticity. A legit analysis eliminates this problem. However, 
available legit programs required listwise deletion of missing cases (which is 
undesirable with seventeen independent variables) and did not allow 
weighting. This resulted in baseline percentages that were too high. 

When percentages for subgroups are in the ranges found here, that is, 
not a great distance from 50 percent, the use of a 0-1 dependent variable in 
an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression will usually give results very 
close to those of logit analysis. We report: OLS results here, because the use 
of weighting allowed appropriate population estimates. The logit analysis, 
which except for the overall level of percentages, gives results similar to 
those reported here, is presented in the appendix table A.4.9. 
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TABLE 6.3.2 

PERCENT or SENIORS AND SOPHOMORES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

INDICATING EXPECTATIONS TO ATTEND COLLEGE AT !AB.LIER GRADES: 


ACTUAL PERCENT AND PERCENT STANDARDIZED FOR. STOD!NTS WITH 

AVDAG! PUBLIC SOPBOMORE FAMILY BACKGROUND& 


SPRING 1980 


At Earlier Grade Public Catholic· Other 
Private 

.. 
Seniors 
a) Actual percent 

At 8th grade ..... 
~t 9th grade ..... 

47 67 67 

At 10th grade .... 
51 71 69 

At .... 
56 74 75 

11th grade 62 79 78 

b) Standardized percent 

At 8th grade ..... 
At 9th grade ..... 

44 SS 48 

48 59 Sl 
At 10th grade ••••• 54 62 57 

At 11th 1rade ••••• 60 68 63 

So2homores 
c) Actual percent 

At 6th grade ..... 
At 7th grade ..... 40 54 59 

At 8th grade ..... 
43 60 61 

At 9th grade ..... 
Sl 72 69 

58 78 73 

d) Standardized percent 

At 6th grad& •••••• 40 42 43 

At 7th grade •••••• 43 48 44 

At 8th grade •••••• 51 59 54 
At 9th grade •••••• 58 66 60 

•standardization procedure follows general form outlined 
in section 6.2 and includes the seventeen family background variables 
identified in that section. 
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·, 


Apart from changes over the years, the differing levels of educational 

aspirations, when family background is controlled, show results similar to 

those in table 6.3.1. In both cases, when family background is controlled, 

students in Catholic schools show the highest educational aspiratio'l18, 

students in other private schools the next highest, and public school students 

the lowest. However, expectations are quite high in all sectors and 

differences between sectors is not great. 

However, the p~ncipal question at hand concerns the development or 

changes in expectatio'l18 over years of school. ·What do these retrospective 

accounts show about such changes in different types of school? As shown in 

table 6.3.2, the expectations grow, and grow substantially. The difference in 

the sample aa a whole is 14 percentage points between grades 8 and 11 for the 

seniors, and 19 points between grades 6 and 9 for the sophoaores. But that 

growth differs in the various types of school, making comparisons difficult 

since differing amounts of growth are possible at each l~vel. 

The most collllllOnly accepted way pf making such comparisons is by 

comparing not percentages, but the logarithm of the ratio of the percentage 

and its coaplement, p/(l-p), called a logit. Using the background 

standardized percentages from table 6.3.2, a measure of effects can be made by 

a comparison of logits between sectors. The excess of the private school 

logit over the public school logit is a measure of the effect that private 

school attendance has on the likelihood of planning to attend college. This 

"effect" of course includes both any actual effect that type of school brings 

about in college plans and any selection effect that it is not captured by 

statistically controlling on family background. 

Thus, a positive value for the difference between private and public 

school logics does not mean being in that particular type of school effects 
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Jte development of college plans. Evidence of such an effect is shown by an 

ncrease in the difference between logits over the years in school. 

Table 6.3.3 shows the difference in logits between each private school 

and the public schools, based on panels (b) and (d) of table 6.3.2. 

The results are very mixed. The data in panel (a) for the seniors shows a 

over grades for the Catholic schools and no increase for the other 

private schools. Thus the senior data suggest that being. in a catholic school 

has a lesser effect on increasing college plans than does being in a public 

school, and that being in an other private school has no greater effect. 

But panel (b) for the sophomores present~ evidence that conflicts with 

this. For the catholic schools, the measure of effect does increase, 

suggesting that there is a greater effect of being in a Catholic school on 

growth in college plans than of being in a public school. The measure of 

effect again does not increase- for other private schools, suggesting no 

greater effect of being in such a school on college plans. 

A somewhat more reli-ble indicator of growth in c~llege plans over 

time by these students can be obtained by combining the senior and sophomore 

retrospective data to obtain a single series beginning at grade 8 and 

continuing through grade 11. To create such a series, the difference in 

senior logits shown in panel (a) for grades 8 and 9 is averaged with the 

difference in sophomore logits shown in panel (b) for grades 8 and 9. The 

result is shown in panel (c). For the Catholic school students there is an 

increase in the gap between the public sector in the years preceding entry 

into high school, but from the eight grade on the gap changes a little. The 

difference between other private school students and public students also 

remains quite stable beyond eight grade. The end result of the analysis 

suggests there is little evidence of greater development of college plans for 
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TABLE ti.3.3 

DIFFE.R!NCES IN LOGITS FOR COLLEGE EXPECTATIONS, STANDARDIZED 
TO PUBLIC SOPHOMORES, BE'IWEEN EACR TYPE OF PRIVATE 

SCHOOLS AND nut PUBLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 19804 

At Earlier Grade Cacholie Other P-rivate 

a) Seniors: 

At 8th grade .44 .16 

At 9th grade .44 .12 

At 10th grade .33 .12 

At llth grade .35 .13 

b) Sooh01Dores : 

At 6th grade .08 .12 

At 7ch grade .20 .04 

At 8th grade .32 .12 

At 9th grade .34 .08 

c) Soohomores and SenioTs: 

At 6th grade (sophomo-res) .08 .12 

At ith grade (sophomores) .20 .04 

At 8ch grade (both) .38 .14 

At 9th grade (both) .39 .10 

..\.t 10th grade (seniors) .33 .12 

At Llth grade (se!1,iors) .35 .13 

~ogit of pe:centage e.~pecting to attend college, minus 
comparable logic for public schools. 
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1 private high school students than for public high school students. For the 

Catholic-public comparison, the combined results of the retrospective accounts 

shQW a greater effect for Catholic schools, but as indicated earlier, the 

results show inconsistencies. There is also evidence here that the 

statistical controls on family background used to bring about comparability of 

public and private school students are largely successful in doing so. At the 

earliest grade for which the question was asked, grade 6, the actual 

percentage reporting college expectations were 40 for the public schools, 54 

for the Catholic schools, and 59 for the other private schools, giving 

differences of 14 and 19 respectively. After standardization by the same 

seventeen background variables used in the analysis of achievement, these 

percentages become 40, 42, and 43, that is, almost alike. This indicates that 

according to these retospective accounts, students in each of the types of 

~chQols who are alike on the measured background characteristics also showed 

almost the same college expectations. This increases our confidence that 

their achievement was also alike at this earlier point, but has increased more 

in the private secto~ between the 6th and 10th grades. 

Now we turn to the examination of educational expectations for 

students with high or low parental education. As in the case of cognitive 

achievement, the differential educational expectations of students with 

especially high or low parental education can be estimated by sector, through 

1The logit analysis results presented in the appendix tabie A.4.10 differ in some 
respects from the estimates derived by ordinary least squares, but generally 
indicate the same patterns. Similar to the OLS results, the logit estimates 
show that the educational aspirations of Catholic school stude.nts develop more 
rapidly than public school students through the ninth grade, after which they 
develop at about the same rate. tn contrast to the OLS results, though, 
students in the other private schools show consistently stronger development 
of college-going plans than public school students from the seventh through 
the tenth grades, with the largest relative gains occurring between the ninth 
and tenth grades. 
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use of the regression analysis used for table 6.2.6. As before, the 
.•. 

educational expectations of students with both parents having a high school 

education are compared with students whose parents both have college degrees, 

in each type of school. The results of the analysis are shown in table 

6.3.4. The numbers refer to the scale of educational levels reported in table 

The table shows ·that the educational expectations of students with 

high school educated parents are lowest if the students are in public schools, 

and highest if they are in Catholic schools. The difference at grade ten 

between Catholic and public schools is .56 educational levels, that between 

other private and public schools is .3 of an educational level. 

For children of parents with college degrees, the expected education 

is higher in all sectors. But the difference between sectors is reduced by 

half between Catholic and public schools, and by about two-thirds between 

other private and public schools. 

The lower panel of the table sho.,,s the difference in educational 

expectations between children of high- and low-education parents by school 

type. Here, the differences are greatest in the public schools and least in 

the Catholic schools with the other private schools in between. As with 

cognitive achievement, the Catholic schools come closest to meeting the ideal 

of the "common school." The public schools are furthest from this ideal. 

Children from differing educational backgrounds in Catholic schools are 1D0st 

alike in their educational expectations, while children from differing 

educational backgrounds in public schools are least alike in educational 

expectations. In other words, in the public schools, the educational plans of 

children with college-educated parents diverge more sharply from those of 

children with high school-educated parents than is true in any other type of 

school. The divergence is least in Catholic schools. 
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TABLE 6.3.4 

ESTIMATED EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS AT GRADES 10 AND 12 FOR 

STUDENTS WITR PARENTS OF DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL LEVELS, 


DIFFERENT RACE, AND DIFFERENT ETHNICITY, OTHERWISE 

ST.4NJ)ARDIZED TO PUBLIC SOPHOMORE BACKGR.Outma 


SPRING 1980 

(Standard error in parenthesis) 


Other PrivateComparison Public ·sector Catholic Sector SectorCategory 
1210 12 10 12 10 

1. 	 Parental Education 

a. 	 High school 

graduation ... 1.80 1.94­ 2.36 2.46 2.10 2.15 

b. 	 College 

graduation ... 2.80 2.89 
 3.0S 3.09 2.90 3.12

2. 	 Race and Ethnicitz 

a. 	 White/ auglo •• 2.23 2.34 2.63 2.66 * * 
b. 	 Hispanic ••••• 2.31 2.38 2.12 3.01 * * 
c. 	 Black •••••••• 2.44 2.64 2.98 3.11 * * 

3. 	 Differences 

a. 	 College vs 

high school 

parental 

education .99 .95 
 .69 .63 .80 .97 

(.014) (.015) C.042) (.044) (.103) (.099)

b 	 Anglo VS 

Hispanic -.08 -.04 
 -.09 -.34 * * 

(.023) (.026) C.067) ( .071) 

c. 	 White VS 

Black •••••••• -.21 -.30 
 -.35 -.45 . * * 

(.018) (.020) (.076) (.0'19) 

8 Standardization follows procedures used in 6.2.3. 

*Sample size too small to estimate reliably. 
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The gains in educational expectations from the sophomores to the 

senior year are small in all sectors and for both levels of parental 

education. They are least in the Catholic schools. But, as indicated in 

previous analysis, the retrospective questions examined earlier probably give 

better 1nfot'1118tiou about the development of education plans than does the 

sophomore-to-senior comparison. 

A similar comparison can be made for the public and Catholic sectors 

between blacks and whites and Hispanics and Anglos with comparable 

backgrounds • .As is ordinarily found with plans or·expectations for higher 

education, table 6.3.4 shows that blacks have higher expectations than whites 

of comparable backgrounds, and Hispanics have higher expectations than Anglos 

of comparable backgrounds (statistically ·significant in 6 of the 8 cases). 

! 	 Here the estimates of the amount by which blacks exceed whites and Hispanics 

exceed Anglos are greater in the Catholic sector (though the difference is. 

statistically significant only 1n one of four cases). 

6.4 Summary 	 of Outcomes 

This chapter has examined two kinds of outcomes in public and private 

schools: cognitive outcomes, as measured by standardized test scores in 

reading, vocabulary, and mathematics; and plans for after high school, 

primarily plans for further education. The first question regarding these 

outcomes, in section 6.1, was just how the sectors differ in these respects. 

The second question, in sections 6.2 and 6.3, was whether being in a private 

school made any difference in cognitive achievement or educational 

aspirations, or whether the greater achievement and aspirations in the private 

sector were wholly dc,e to selectivity. 
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When answering these questions, the qualifications about the other 

private school sample must be kept in mind. The findings for the sample of 

other private schools may very well not be generalizable to the population of 

such schools because of the small sample size, the heterogeneity of that 

population, and the sampling problems discussed in chapter 1. With this 

important point in mind, we may turn to these questions. 

The answer to the first question is that achievement is somewhat 

higher, in both the sophomore and senior years, in Catholic schools and in 

other private schools than it is in public schools. Achievement in the high­

performance private schools is considerably higher than that in the high­

performance public schools, and both are higher than in either of the private 

sectors. 

The differences betwee~ sectors in educational expectations and 

aspirations are similar to the differences in achievement. The sectors are 

ordered in the same way, with public school students having the lowest 

educational aspirations and those in the high-performance private schools 

having the highest aspirations. For the other post-secondary activity--work-­

the order is reversed. Among seniors who planned to work full time after 

graduation, a higher proportion in the public schools already had a job lined 

up. This suggests that the greater vocational resources and opportunities in 

the public schools, as shown in chapter 4, lead to a better connection with 

the world of work for those students who are going into the full-time labor 

force. 

The second question, which attempted to separate effects of private 

schools on achievement and aspirations from selection into private schools, is 

examined in several ways. In the examination of effects on achievement, 

statistical controls on family background are introduced, in order to control 
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on those background characteristics that are moat related to achievement. A 

large number of background characteristics is introduced, to control for 

selectivity-related differences. Although achievement differences between the 

private sectors and the public sector are reduced (more for other private 

schools than for Catholic schools), some differences remain. An examination 

followed of imputed growth from the sophomore to the senior year. Learning 

rates were calculated under three different sets of assumptions; two probably 

overestimate rates, thereby favoring the public sector relative to the 

private, and one probably underestimates rates, thereby favoring the private 

sectors relative to the public. Examining the ranges of these estimated rates 

shows that, under all assumptions, growth in vocabulary and mathematics 

achievement is greater in both private sectors than in the public sector. 

However, for the Catholic-public sector comparison in reading, the different 

estimates are in conflict. Thus the indication is that Catholic and other 

private schools have a non-trivial effect on bringing about higher cognitive 

achievement, wholly apa~ from their selectivity. 

In addition, a greater homogeneity of achievement distinguishes 

Catholic schools from the public and other priv~te schools. When students of 

parents with different educational backgrounds are compared, achievement 

levels are most comparable in the Catholic schools. Achievement levels are 

most divergent in other private schools, with public schools falling between 

the two private sectors. Also, the achievement gap between students from 

different educational backgrounds is less for seniors than for sophomores in 

Catholic schools, while it is slightly greater in public and other private 

schools. Controlling on parental income and education, a comparison of blacks 

and Hispanics in Catholic and public schools reveals several differences. As 

sophomores, these minority students achieve at a level closer to that of non­

Bispanic whites in Catholic schools than in public schools. The achievement 

gap between blacks and whites and between Hispanic and Anglos is leas fo~ 
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seniors than for sophomores in Catholic schools while it is slightly greater 

in public schools. Altogether, the evidence is strong that Catholic schools 

function much closer to the American ideal of the "common school," educating 

children from different backgrounds alike, than do the public schools. 

Turning to educational aspirations, the question arises whether the 

private-public difference shown in section 6.1 is wholly due to selection.or 

is in part due to effects of the sector. Statistical controls on family 

background leave a Catholic-public difference for sophomores that favors 

Catholic schools, but no public-other private difference. No differential 

sophomore-senior growth is found, except for lower growth in Catholic 

schools. This result is suspect, however, because of a ceiling effect due to 

the higher level of aspirations among Catholic school sophomores, and because 

of differential dropout. An analysis that uses retrospective reports of 

seniors and sophomores about expectations of attending college in earlier 

years indicates that there is no greater growth of expectations in Catholic 

and other private schools than in public' schools, though the evidence shows 

some inconsistencies. The analysis indicates that the background-standardized 

proportion planning to attend college in the sixth grade was (according to 

retrospective accounts) nearly the same in all sectors, and that most of the 

divergence between high school students in the different sectors occurred 

during the high or mi~dle school grades. Overall, the evidence concerning 

differential effects of different sectors on level of college aspirations is 

less consistent and conclusive than concerning achievement. 

Again, the Catholic schools show much greater homogeneity in the 

educational aspirations among students from different parental education 

backgrounds than do other schools. Here the other private schools are not 

distinguishable from the public schools in the divergence of educational 

expectations of students with low and high educational backgrounds. 

http:selection.or
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CHAPTER 7 

FACTORS AFFECTING COGNITIVE ACHIEVEMENT IN HIGH SCHOOLS 

It is not sufficient to say that students are performing better in one 

sector of secondary education than another. The central_question, for all 

schools, is why some produce better cognitive .outcomes than others. We will 

treat that question in this chapter--though not comprehensively--by examining 

the degree to which, within each of the sectors, students in schools that 

differ from the average school in that sector--in ways that private schools 

differ from public schools--achieve more highly. This will allow '1s to 

identify school policies which increase achievement within each sector. 

There is an additional value to such an analysis: it allows another 

test of the private school effects found in chapter 6. If it is true that the 

private sector is, on the average, more successful in increasing achievement, 

then within each of the sectors students should achieve more highly in schools 

that differ from the average school in ways that private school& differ from 

public schools--but only, of course, in those ways that make a diffe~ence for 

achievement. If the higher levels of homework that characterize private 

schools (chapter S) are effective in leading to higher achievement, then those
• 

schools that have high levels of homework, whether they are Catholic, public, 

or other private, should be higher in achievement than other schools of that 

sector. If private. schools are not more effective for cognitive achievement, 

or if some aspect of private schools other than homework is responsible for 

higher achievement, then achievement should not be higher in such an 

analysis. If, for example, private schools are more effective, but it is 

their smaller size (as shown in chapter 2) that makes them so, then smaller 
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schools in each sector, not schools with higher homework levels, should show 

higher achievement when student background is controlled. 

Thus, this will be the general strategy: to examine the relations, 

within each of the sectors, of various factors that distinguish the Catholic 

and other private schools from the public schools. If certain of these 

factors do consistently make a difference in cognitive achievement, whatever 

the sector, then this is rather strong evidence both that the different school 

sectors do b~ing about differing achievement, and that one way they do so is 

through their difference on the factors that in the analysis show effects on 

achievement. 'nle special value of this approach is that it can give some 

insight into the policies that, in any sector, affect achievement. 

7.1 School size and achievement 

For many years, educators have pointed to positive contributions of 

school ·size to achievement--for example, Conant's influential work, The 

American High School Today (lt59). Yet, in the private and public school com­

parisons examined here, the enrollment and achievement patterns are opposite 

to those that prior research would have predicted: private schools tend to be. 

s111aller, yet they have higher levels of achievement. Thus, it is of some 

interest to know something about the effects of size within each sector. 

It turns out that within each sector, size is positively related•to 

achievement when family background and grade in school are controlled. The 

effect is very small and of marginal ·statistical significance in the public 

schools, and larger, but not statistically significant in the other private 

schools, but both larger and statistically significant in the Catholic 

schools. This is shown in table 7.1.l. Thus, it appears that public schools 

have a gain ~n achievement relative to private schools as a consequence of 

their larger size. The amount of gain they experience can be calculated by 
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TABLE 7.1.1 


REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR SIZE BY SECTOR AND SUBTEST, 

WITH PARENTAL EDUCATION, INCOME, RACE, HISPANIC 


ETHNICITY AND GRADE IN SCHOOL CONTROLLED: 

SPRING 1980 


(Standard error for coefficient in parenthesis) 

........... 
Reading Vocabulary Mathematics 

;02 .08 .07 Public (. 01) (. 01) (.02) 

2 .16 • 20 .20 
R •••••••• .- ... 

......... . 02 • 15 • 21 Catholic 
(. 04) (. 04) (.08) 

R2 ........... • 05 • 10 • 07 

Other J?rivate .... .15 .OS .23 
(. 05) (. 05) (.10) 

R2 
• 19 • 23 .23 

............ 
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multiplying the regression coefficient for the effect of size by the 

1 difference in the average size of schools within sectors. Table 7.1.2 shows 

the results of this analysis. 

However, it may be that achievement gains associated with size.could 

be depressed by school problems which accompany larger schools. Attendance 

problems, in particular, tend to be greater at large schools where it is 

difficult to monitor student behavior. The correlations of the three 

attendance problems with the logarithm of size is as given below in the three 

sectors: 

Public Catholic Other Private 

Absenteeism •••••••••••••••• .02 -.02 .00 

Lateness •••••••••••••••••••• .10 .oo -.20 

Cutting class ••••••••••••••• .12 .oo .02 

Statistical control of behavior problems in a regression of 

achievement on size is like a hypothetical experiment: what would be the 

effect of size on achievement if school staff were able to control the 

behavior problems that are correlated with size? The absence of correlation 

with size in the private schools (or in the case of lateness, in other private 

schools, a negative relation to size) shows that the question is not 

1For this analysis, five family background variables (mother's 
education, father's education, family income, race, and ethincity), grade, and 
the logarithm of school size were regressed, by sector, on the three 
achievement subtests. In the calculation described in the text, regression 
coefficients for the public school sector are used. This is because, as will 
be evident in the discussion, we want to examine the gain or the loss that 
public schools could expect through a change in average size to that of 
private schools. 
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TABLE 7.1.2 


ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCES IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

RELATIVE TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS DUE TO THE 


LARGER SIZE OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS, WITH 

PARENTAL EDUCATION, FAMILY INCOME, 


RACE AND HISPANIC ETHNICITY 

CONTROLLED: SPRING 1980 


(Standard error of difference in parenthesis) 

Public Relative to 
Subtest Other

private Catholic 

Reading ................ 

............. 

............ 

-.01 
(. 01) 

-. 03 
(. 02) 

Vocabulary • 04 
(. 01) 

.11 
(. 02) 

Mathematics • 04 
(. 03) 

.10 
(. 04) 
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hypothetical for staff in private schools. "niey apparently..!!'.!. able to 

control the behavior problems that in the public schools increase with size. 

"niis may be due to the greater degree of overall control that private schools 

are able to exercise, or to the smaller size of the schools. 

Table 7.1.2 shows the gains--or, in the case of. reading, losses~that 

public schools experience in relation to Catholic and other private schools 

because of their larger size. But comparing that to table 7.1.4, in which 

these three attendance variables are controlled, shows that these gains are 

smaller than they would be~and the losses larger than they would be--with 

behavior problems controlled. (It should be emphasized that the true effect 

of size might be less than indicated in this analysis because large schools in 

the public sector are positively associated with certain background variables 

that have not been statistically controlled, such as parental expectations and 

small family size, both of which 'are positively related to achievement.) 

The positive effect of size, assuming that it is a. true effect, might 

be due to any of several factors. It was once assumed, in fact, that larger 

schools meant bette~ educ~tion. The arguments were that greater depth and 

breadth of program is possible in large schools, that specialized classes 

dealing with advanced topics, and better laboratory facilities are possible in 

larger schools. All these points are true; but the data suggest that these 

virtues of size are, in public schools, largely cancelled out by the inability 

to manage behavior problems as school size increases~an i~bility that has 

very likely grown since Conant made his survey of high schools in 1958. 

7.2 Student behavior, school ~limate and achievement 

The preceding analysis included only a S111&ll number of background 

variables, and did not include other possible school factors that might be 

responsible for some of the differences found. Initially our strategy was to 



-243­

TABLE 7.1.3 

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR SIZE, BY SECTOR AND 

SUBTEST, CONTROLLING ON ATTENDANCE BEHAVIOR, 


PARENTAL EDUCATION, INCOME, RACE, HISPANIC 

ETHNICITY: SPRING 1980 


(Standard error for coefficient in parenthesis) 

Reading Vocabulacy Mathematics 

Public ........... .oo •09 .12 
(.02) (. 02) (. 04) 

2 
R • •. • • • • • • • • . 17 .20 .21 

• Catholic ......... 01 .15 .20 
(. 04) (. 04) (. 08) 

R2 .......... .07 .11 •09 

Other Private .• .... • 15 .06 . 23 
(. 05) (. 05) (.10) 

R2 .......... • 22 . 25 .26 

TABLE 7.1.4 


ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCES IN PU:SLIC SCHOOLS 

RELATIVE TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS DUE TO 


SIZE WITH ATTENDANCE BEHAVIOR, 

PARENTAL EDUCATION, FAMILY 

INCOME, RACE AND HISPANIC 


ETHNICITY CONTROLLED: 

SPRING 1980 


(Standard error of difference in parenthesis) 

Subtest 
Public Relative to 

Catholic Other
rivate 

Reading ................ 
 -.oo .o 
(. 01) (. 02) 

Vocabulary ............. 
 .05 . 13 
(. 01) (. 02) 

Mathematics ............ 
 • 06 • 17 
(. 02) . (. 04) 
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proceed in this manner--examining, sequentially, the effects of various school 

factors that differ between public and private schools, in separate regression 

equations. However, the resulting correlations between these various school 

characteristics suggests such a procedure might easily lead to incorrect 

inferences, attributing effects to one factor in the schools that are due to a 

factor that is correlated with the first but not included in the equations. 1 

Consequently, in this section, we conduct a single analysis for the basic 

school factors to be examined. In addition, to reduce to the lowest possible 

level any spurious inferences resulting from differences in family backgrounds 

that are correlated with school factors, all of the family background factors 

used for the analysis, reported in table 6.2.1, are included in subsequent 

analyses. For each characteristic of schools and school functioning that is a 

source of possible differences in public and private school effectiveness, the 

following pair of questions is asked: 

1. 	 What is the level of that charaateristic in Catholic or other private 
schools, for students with the same subjective and objective 
background characteristics as the average sophomore public school 
student? For example, the overall average difference between CatholiG 
school and public school sophomores in the the amount of homework they 
do is the difference between 5.56 hours a week in the Catholic schools 
and 3.75 a week in the public schools. But for Catholic school 
sophomores with the same subjective and objective characteristics as 
the average public school sophomore, the 5.56 hours a week is reduced 

2 to 4.92 hours a week. Thus, the difference in levels of homework for 

1we are indebted to Thomas DiPrete who first brought this matter to 
our attention. His analysis for another report from the High School and 
Beyond project, Discipline and Order in American High Schools, suggested that 
this might be the case. 

2The standardized estimates of school functioning were calculated as 
follows: for each grade in the public and private sectors, we estimated 
separate regression equations for each of the school functioning variables 
using the seventeen family background characteristics. A background-standard­
ized estimate for the level of school functioning in each grade and sector was 
calculated using the means of the public school sophomore characteristics and 
the effects of these background characteristics in the respective sector and 
grade. 
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the 	same type of student between the public and Catholic schools is 
4.92 - 3.75, or 1.2 hours a week of homework. 

2. 	 What would be the expected difference in achievement in public schools 
if the school factor were at the level at which it is found in 
Catholic or other private schools for students of a given background 
(i.e., the background of the average public school sophomore)? For 
example, what increment in achievement would we expect to find in the 
public schools if the average public school student spent 1.1 more 
hours on homework? This is obtained by multiplying the 1.1 'hours by 
the regression coefficient for the effect of homework on achievement 
in public schools, controlling for the effects of family background 
characteristics and other school factors. 

In section 7.2.3 we will ask the same pair of questions for the 

average Catholic school sophomore, in schools that are like the average public 

school in these same school characteristics. We defer that analysis to the 

later section because of its obvious lesser importance to American high school 

students. Because the public schools enroll 90% of the total population of 

high school students, the background of the average public school sophomore is 

nearly that of the average American high school sophomore generally. 

There are two questions of interest'for each of the school factors 

that might contribute to the public-Catholic or public-other private 

difference in achievement: What is the difference between the level of that 

factor in the Catholic or other private schools and public schools; for 

students like the average public school sophomore? And what would be the 

expected difference in achievement in the public schools if that factor were 

at the level found in the Catholic or other private schools, controlling on 

family background and other school factors? We address these questions in 

turn. 
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7.2.1 Differences in public and private school functioning for a student 
like the average public school sophomore 

Five areas related to school functioning were examined as potential 

means through which private schools obtain different levels of achievement 

from comparable students. These include: 

1. 	 Different coursework. This was measured 1n two ways. For mathematics 
in the senior year, it was possible to measure courseworlt in 
mathematics as the total number of courses a student has taken among 
the following: algebra 1, algebra 2, geometry, trigonometry, and 
calculus. As chapter 5 showed, higher proportions of private school 
seniors than public school seniors have taken each of these courses. 
Unfortunately, for the reading and vocabulary tests, and for the 
mathematics test for sophomores, there is no comparable measure of 
coursework. Instead, for these tests, having taken an honors English 
course (for the reading and vocabulary tests) or an honors mathematics 
course (for the mathematics test) was used as the measure of 
coursework. This is a poor measure of coursework differences between 
public and private schools, both because the proportions of students 
having taken an honors course were very similar in the three sectors 
and because an "honors" course means very different things in 
different school conteX1:s. 

2. 	 Homework. As chapter 5 showed, the amount of homework in Catholic 
schools is greater than in public schools, and the amount in the other 
private sector is greater yet. For both sophomores and seniors it was 
possible to estimate the actuai hours per week spent on homework. 

3. 	 Attendance in school and class. Chapter 5 showed that students in 
Catholic schools were absent much less often and were much less likely 
to cut class than students 1n public schools. Students in other 
private schools were between the Catholic and public schools on these 
measures of behavior. 

4. 	 Disciplinary climate. As discussed in chapter 5, students were asked 
three questions related to the disciplinary climate of the school.: 
how interested the teachers are in students, how effective is school 
discipline, and the fairness of school discipline. Each school was 
characterized by the average of the responses for all the students in 
tha~ school, and these averages wer~ then used as measures of the 
school disciplinary climate. As chapter 5 showed, there were some 
differences in the average disciplinary climates in the three sectors. 

5. 	 Student behavior in the school. The behavior of all the students in 
the school may have· some effect on what individual students learn, 
even controlling on the student's own behavior. The items used as a 
measure of school behavior were the averages, over the school, of 
sophomore responses to four. questions asking the extent to which 
certain types of behavior occurred in the school: students not 
attending school, students cutting classes, students fighting, 
students threatening or attacking ~eachers. Alternative measures of 
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attendance and cutting classes were obtained by averaging over the 
school the students' responses concerning their own attendance and 
cutting classes, and characterizing each student by the average in the 
school, excluding h~s or her own responses. 

Chapter S showed the differences .in the levels of these school 

· characteristics in public and private scqools. The differences in the$e 

characteristics for students from the same family backgrounds are of interest 

here. More specifically, the analysis examined the differences for students 

who are like the average public school sophomore, so that the levels of the 

school characteristics are standardized to the public school sophomore 

population. The importance of this question lies in the fact that the family 

backgrounds of public, Catholic, and other private school students differ in 

both objective characteristics, such as parental education and income, and in 

subjective characteristics, such as the amount of student conversation with 

parents about schoolwork. In most of these wayG, students in public schools 

have backgrounds that are less conducive to achievement than do students in 

private schools. Since measures of school functioning are in part determined 

by the backgrounds from which the students come, measures of school 

functioning must be adjusted or standardized by family background so that 

differences in achievement related to student background are not attributed to 

effects of school policies. 

The background-standardized measures of school functioning are shown 

in table 7.2.1. The table shows that, with very few exceptions, (all in the 

percent taking honors mathematics or honors English) the Catholic and other 

private schools are higher in those characteristics that appear to be 

conducive to achievement (homework, teacher interest, fairness, or 

1effectiveness ) and lower in those that appear inimical to achievement 

1sophomores were asked to evaluate the strictness of discipline; 

seniors, the effectiveness. 
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TABLE 7.2.l 


DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN STUDENT BEHAVIOR AND SCHOOL CLIMATE, 

STANDARDIZED TO FAMILY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF PUBLIC 


SOPHOMORE STUDENTS: SPRING 1980a 

(Standard error of difference in parenthesis) 


Item Catholic Minus.Public Other Private Minus Public
Sophomore Senior Sophomore Senior 

a. Coursework completed by students 

Proportion taking honors English .••••••••••••• -.02 .01 -.OS -.OS 
( .011) C.013) (.014) ( .017) 

Proportion taking honors Mathematics ••••••••• .02 .02 -.07 -.03 
(.011) ( .012) (.015). (.017) 

Average number of advanced 111&thematics 
courses ..•.•.•....•..•...................• DNA •71 DNA .34 

( .034) (.045) 
b. Homework completed by students 

Average number of hours per week 1.17 0.7S 1.31 1.27 
(.092) (.100) (.123) (.133) 

c. Attendance by individual students 

Absent from school ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -.43 -.39 -.06 -.16 
(.02S) (.033) (.037) (.043) 

Cut class now and then ••••••••••••••••••••••••• -.20 -.21 -.04 -.08 
(-.009) (. 013) C.013) (.017) 

d• D1sc1p inary c imate as perceived by students 

Teacher interest ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .39 .40 .so .Sl 
(,OOS) (.009) ( .011) (.012) 

• • i· 1° • b

Fairness of discipline ••••••••••••••••••••••••• .17 .ls .09 .12 
(.OOS) (.007) (.009) (.010) 

Effectiveness/strictness of discipline ••••••••• .59 .59 .31 .31 
(.008) (.008) ( .011) 

e. Student behavior in school as perceived by
sophomorese · 

Absenteeism •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .65 .66 .55 .S6 
(.007) (.008) (. 010) (.010) 

(.010) 

Cutting· class •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .79 .so .54 .S3 
(.010) ( .011) (.014) (.014) 

Students fignting each other ••••••••••••••••••• .39 .3S .55 .56 
(.007) ( .007) (.009) C.010) 

Students threatening teachers •••••••••••••••••• .17 .16 .lS .17 
(.002) (.002) (.003) (.003) 

8Family background characteri~tics controlled are the seventeen used in table 6.2.l. the 
numbers in the table are obtained by first.multiplying public school sophomore background means by 
regression coefficients from the regression of the variable in question on family background to obtain 
the expected level of the variable in question for that population, using regressions carried out 
on private school sophomores, private school seniors, and public school seniors and then subtracting 
the public school value from the private school value. 

bClimate variables aggregated to school level. 

cBehavior variables aggregated to school level; a high value implies that students perceiving 
this as happening rarely or never. 
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enteeism, cutting class, fighting, threatening teachers). The differences 

''generally smaller than those found in chapter 5 because standardization of 

. ly background brings the student behavior in the private schools closer to 

t in the public schools. Yet the differences remain in the same direction 

those in chapter 5, when student background was.not controlled. 

Differences in achievement attributable to level of school functioning 
for a student like the average public school sophomore 

Given these differences, it becomes possible to estimate the effect on 

hievement of being in a Catholic or other private school through each of the 

This will show, for example, the estimated gain in 

if the amount of homework done by public school sophomores were 

that done by Catholic school students with similiar backgrounds 

that is, an extra 1.2 hours a week), but other measured characteristics of 

school remained the same. 
'I' 

In this way some or all of the achievement differences between private 

public schools shown in table 6.2.l may be accounted for or explained. 

example, in table 6.2.l, the reading achievements in Catholic schools of 

backgrounds similar to those of public school sophomores is 

32 items greater than that of the public school sophomores. This difference 

.32 items may be due in part to the 1.2 hours more homework in the Catholic 

Carrying out the calculations, it can be seen that public school 

average in all the other measured family background 

and in a school that is average in the measured school 

get •05 more items on the reading test correct if they do the 

as similar students (i.e., background-standardized) do 

the Catholic sector. 
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:arrying out this examination, the amount of achievement explained 

" ,,, ~ ' .., .ables in each of the five areas of school functioning is added to~-&:~#'.'' 

l·Thgive a total explained by t he measured characteristics in that area. us, 

in the areas of coursework, homework, attendance, disciplinary climate, and 

student behavior, the analysis results in a number that is the amount of 

achievement difference between public and Catholic or other private schools 

that can be accounted for by the differences in the level at which that factor 

exists in each sector. 'If the number is positive, this means that the average 

public school student would gain in achievement if the public school operated 

at the same level as the average Catholic or other private school. If the 

number is negative, it means that the average public school student would have 

lower achievement if the public school operated at the same level as the 

average Catholic or other private school. 

Table 7.2.2 shows the overall Qifference in achievement in reading, 

vocabulary, and mathematics in public and private schools, controlling on 

student background, ·taken from table 6.2.1, and the amount of achievement 

difference that can be accounted for by the differences in each of the five 

areas. The sum of these five differential achievements (labelled ..total 
IB 

accounted for" in the table) is the ·amount of achievement difference accounted 

for or explained by all these measures of school functioning. If that sum is 

less than the overall difference in achievement, there remains an unexplained 

achievement difference between the private and the public sector. If the 

.total accounted for is greater than the overall difference (as, for example, 

1tn terms of calculations, this was estimated by 111.1ltiplying the 
difference in the two levels of functioning (seen in table 7.2.l) by the 
relevant regression coefficients in the public sector. 
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TABLE 7.2.2 

ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS DUE TO 

VARIOUS AREAS OF SCHOOL FUNCTIONING, FOR STUDENTS WITH FAMILY 


BACKGROUNDS LIKE THAT OF THE AVERAGE SOPHOMORE IN 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980 a 

Catholic 

R7ad­ , Vocab-1 Mat~e-
ing ulary matics 

Other Private 

Mathe-R7ad-1 Vocab-1 
ing ulary matics 

Sophomores 

Coursework -.01 -. 01 .04 -.06 -.06 -.17

Homework .05 .04 .13 .06 .04 .15 

Attendance .04 .03 .15 •01 .01 . • U:l. 

Disciplinary climate -.03 -.08 -.17 . 06 -.01 .13 
Student behavior .33 .11 • 46 .33 .19 •57 

Total accounted for .38 .09 . 61 .40 .16 .75 
Overall (from table 6.2.l) .32 .36 .58 .14 .33 .56 

Seniors 

Coursework .01 .01 LOS -.06 -.06 .47 

Homework • 04 .03 .02 .07 .05 .03 
Attendance .02 .oo .04 .01 .oo •02 
Disciplinary climate .01 .00 .02 .10 .07 .01 
Student behavior .20 .01 .25 .18 .11 .41 

Total accounted for ~28 .05 1.41 .30 .17 .94 

Overall (from tables 6.2.1 
and 6.2.2) 

.24 .56 .60 .40 .51 .74 

aStandard errors are not calculated for this table and the next 
because of the special complications in doing so--since the school­
functioning differences used in calculating the achievement differences 
are sample estimates (see table 7.2.2) as are the regression coefficients 
also used in the calculation. 
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evement for sophomores in the Catholic-public comparison--.32 

and .38 accounted for), this suggests that there are other 

factors that partly compensate for the effects of these 

~
.,_J,.Xf'/~j*ff;tJ~5'2Mi

, ,,,;;/' 

r~!fp:cors~l)~t are not included in the analysis-or that the characteristics of 
<'*'b 

school functioning make more difference within the public sector than within 

the private sector. It is clear that the present analysis is imperfect, 

certainly excluding some factors that either augment or depress achievement in 

the public schools. 1 

Despite the exi,tence of some differences between the overall 

differences and the total accounted for, the results shown in table 7.2.2 give 

an idea·of the sources of the difference in achievement between the public and 

private sectors. Differences in the level of homework account for a small but 

consistent part of the differences in achievement; differences in the 

student's own attendance patterns account for a smaller part. The effects of 

differences in the disciplinary climate are inconsistent in direction and 

size. The effects of coursework are difficult to assess, since the 

measurement is weak except in the senior year for mathematics, where the 

taking of specific courses was measured and where the effect of coursework on 

achievement was found to be great. The one area in which the effect of 

public-private differences is most consistently strong is student behavior. 

These measures of student behavior are school-level measures and it is 

important to clarify exactly what they refer to. To some degree, the 

student's own behavior is statistically controlled through the two measures of 

the student's own attendance, which constitute part (c) in table 7.2.l. If the 

1This is especially true for advanced mathematics courses, where the 
regression coefficient is 1.40 in the private sector and l.Sl in the public 
sector. 

http:comparison--.32
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udent's own behavior were fully controlled statistically, we could attribute 

s student behavior effect wholly to the effect of behavior problems among 

student's own achievement. As it is, such an inference 

'somewhat speculative, since the student's own behavior is not well 

ntrolled statistically. Yet there is a definite indication that these may 

not only an interference of the student's own misbehavior on that same 

tudent 's achievement, but also an effect of the general level of behavior 

isorder on the achievement of even those students whose behavior is good. 1 

A student's achievement may be affected by other students' behavior in 

Some of these are not completely understood, but the time a 

to disciplining students rather than teaching, how much 

material is required to have most of the students understand new 

the distractions that disorder in the school impose on the 

udent may all have an effect. 

1rt is not fully clear just what is measured by these perceptions of 
behavior. They are not direct measures of the actual rates of 

avior problems, and they may be measures of some more subtle difference in 
disciplinary character of the school. We conducted a partial test of this 

stion for two of the four measures used in this analysis. Direct measures 
om the students are available for absenteeism and cutting clagses. For each 
dent we calculated a measure of the average absenteeism and percent who cut 
sses among the students in that student's school who were in the surv~y, 
luding the student's own responses to these two questions. The effects of 
e two measures of attendance, as they differ between the public and 

vate sectors, can be compared to the effects of the two measures obtained 
m sophomores' perceptions. Background-standardized differences between the 
lie sector and the two private sectors on these two measures of attendance 
e calculated and the actual school-level behavior for each student was 
tituted in the general equation used in preparing table 7.2.2. The 

ferences between the effects of sophomore perceptions of attendance 
avior and the actual average attendance behavior of all other students was 
fold. We found the effects of students' actual behavior (absences, cutting 
ses) to be consistently negative, but, generally, the amount of loss or 

n in achievement is lower. This suggests that, although something more 
n actual student attendance is captured by the student perception of 
vior, actual average school attendance does have a negative effect on 
ol achievement. 
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In one of the areas, disciplinary climate, the inconsistent results 

present something of a puzzle. If the lesser degree of student behavior 

problems in private schools does make a difference ~n achievement then 

presumably the disciplinary differences between the public and private sectors 

should as well, because they influence student behavior. The last dependent 

clause may be the key to the puzzle of why disciplinary differences show 

inconsistent, sometimes negative effects. By statistically controlling 

student behavior and homework, we controlled on the intervening variables 

through which the school's disciplinary climate should have its effect. Thus 

the very paths through which a disciplinary climate can have its principal 

effect have been excluded frQm consideration in assessing the effect of the 

disciplinary climate. To see the true effect of the disciplinary-climate 

differences between public and private schools, we should examine not only 

their direct effect, but also their effect thrC?ugh student behavior. 

A portion of this is shown in table 7.2.3 part (a), which presents the 
~ 

effect of public-Catholic and public-other private differences in disciplinary 

climate on the four-items of perceived student behavior that were shown in 

table 7.2.1 part (e), again for a standardized public school sophomore student 

body. This does not capture the effects of disciplinary climate through the 

two measures of individual student behavior included in the analysis--that is, 

homework and attendance--but. it does capture the effects through the paths of 

the four aspects of student behavior as perceived by sophomores. 

TaQle 7.2.3 part (b) shows just how mu~h of the differences in 

perceived absenteeism, class cutting, student fights, and threatening teachers 

between the public sector and the two private sectors can be accounted for by 

differences in disciplinary climate (see table 7.2.l for the three items of 

disciplinary climate), for both sophomores and seniors. These "discipline­
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TABL! 7 .2.3 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN LEVELS OF BEHAVIOR 
PROBLEMS DUE TO DIFFERENCES IN LEVELS OF DISCIPLINARY CLIMA'rE AND 

IN ACHIEVEMENT THROUGH EFFECTS OF BEHAVIOR PROBLEMS, WITH 
STUDENT BACKGROUND STATISTCALLY CONTROLLED:a SP.RING 1980 

(a) Effects of Disciplinary Climate 
Oi ff l'!'l"Pnr ac: 

Catholic-Public Other Private-Public 

Sophomores: 

Effects on: 

Mean perceived 
absenteeism 

Mean perceived 
cutting class 

Mean perceived 
student fights 

Mean perceived 
threaten teschers 

Seniors: 

Effects on: 

Mean ?erceivP.d 
absenteeism 

Mean perceived 
cutting class 

Mean perceived 
student fights 

Mean perceived 
threaten teachers 

Effects for: 

Sophomores 

Seniors 

.18 

.29 

.15 

.14 

.17 

.19 

.14 

.13 

.13 

.16 

.14 

.11 

.13 

.14 

.14 

.10 

(b) Effects Through Behavior 
Problems in Achievement 

Catholic 

R~ad-1 Vocab-, Mat~e-
1n2 ularv mat1cs 

Other Private 
Read- , Vocab- , Mathe­
. ini; ularv matics 

.13 

.06 

.07 

-.01 

.25 

.13 

.10 

.06 

.07 

.04 

.22 

.16 

•Family background characterics controlled are the seventeen 
used in table 6.2.l and listed in section 6.2.2. 
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related" differences in behavior can be compared to part (e) of table 7.2.l, 

to see what proportion of the difference in behavior is accounted for by these 

ite111S of disciplinary climate. For example, the total difference between 

public and Catholic schools at the sophomore level hi perceived absenteeiS11l is 

sixty-five percent and the difference accounted for by disciplinary climate is 

.18, or twenty eight percent of the total. (It is important not to conclude 

that only this much of the variation in background-standardized attendance is 

a consequence of the discipline in the school; the three ite1118 used as 

indicators DUst certainly be only weak indicators of the disciplinary 

character of the school.) 

With this information, it is °possible to estimate the effect of the 

disciplinary climate through four aspects of school-level student behavior. 

This is shown in part (b) of the table. In nearly all cases, the positive 

effects of disciplinary climate through student behavior outweigh the negative 

direct effects shown in table 7.2.2. Thus, through the aspects of 'l;lehavior 
' 

shown in table 7.2.3 the disciplinary-climate differences between the public 

and private sectors lead to greater achievement in the private sectors, though 

the imperfections of measurement have very likely masked part of the effects. 

7.2.3 	 Differences in school functions and in achievement attributable to 
school functioning for students like the average Catholic school 
sophomore 

In the previous section we estimated school functioning differences 

for the average public school sophomore and the achievement losses associated 

with this different functioning in the public sector. Yet another question is 

whether school functioning differs for different types of students in each 

sector. In this section we discuss school functioning for a student with the 

average family background characteristics of Catholic school sophomore and its 

effect on achievement differences between the public and private sectors. 
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First, then, we ask what is the difference in the level of school 

in the public and private sectors for this type of student? Table 

shows these differences between Catholic and public schools and between 

private and public schools. We find that in both private sectors stu­

like the average Catholic school sophomore complete more homework, are 

are generally attending a school where the disciplinary 

imate is perceived more favorably and where there is less student 

The differences between table 7.2.3 and table 7.2.1 can be 

as an interaction measure: the interactions of family background 

sector on.level of functioning. Comparing the two tables, it is 

this interaction is slight. The Catholic-public differences tend 

increase slightly when the standardization is carried out to the average 

sophomore. The other private-public differences also tend to 

by this standardization, but somewhat less consistently than is true 

.or the Catholic-public comparisons. Only, in the cases of teacher interest, 

discipline, and perceived absenteeism do the differences between 

and table 7.2.4 appear to be non-trivial. In these few cases we 

the sectors differ more for higher socioeconomic students 

by the standardization to the average Catholic sophomore) than 

lower socioeconomic students. 

The second question asks what would be the change in achievement 

if public schools increased their level of functioning for a student 

background characteristics of the average Catholic school 

It is important to emphasize the limited nature of this question: 

what is the effect of a given level of school functioning in 

'he public sector for a student like a Catholic sophomore as compared with his 

r her expected achievement in the average Catholic or other private school? 
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TABLE 7.2~4 

DIFFERENCES. BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN STUDENT BEHAVIOR AND SCHOOL CLIMATE, 
STANDARDIZED TO FAMILY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF CATHOLIC 

SOPHOMORE STUDENTSf SPRING 1980 
(Standard error of difference in parenthesis) 

Item C~tholic Minus Public Other Private Minus Public 
Sophomore Senior Sophomore Senior 

a. Coursework completed by students 
-.04 .00 Proportion taking honors English .••••••••••••• -.09 -.09 
(.009) (. OLO) (. 018) (.022) 

Proportion taking honors Mathematics ••••••••• .02 .03 -.06 -.03 
(. 009) (.010) (. 020) (. 022) 

Average number of advanced mathematics 
courses ....................................... DNA .61 DNA .24 

(. 027) (.060) 
b. Homework completed by students 

Average number of hours per week 1.27 .96 1.40 1.45 
(. 075) (.079) (. 161) (.175) 

c. Attendance by individual students 

Absent from school ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -.41 -.41 -.04 -.18 
(.024) (. 026) (. 049) (. 05(>). 

Cut class now and then ••••••••••••••••••••••••• -.19 -.21 -.02 -.08 
(.008) (. 010) (.017) (. 022) 

d. Disciplinary climate as perceived. by studentsb 

Teacher interest ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .44 .44 • 54­ .55 
(. 014) (. OtJ7) (. 012) (.016) 

Fairness of discipline ••••••••••••••••••••••••• .21 .21 .13 .15 
(. 005) (. 006) (. 012) (. 013) 

Effectiveness/strictness of discipline ••••••••• .62 .61 .33 .34 
(.~06) (.007) (.014) (. 015) 

e·. Student begavior in school as perceived by 
sophomores 

Absenteeism •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .69 • 70 .59 .• 6,0 
(. 006) (.006) (.013) (. 014) 

Cutting class ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ; •• .80 .so .55 .54 
(. 008) (. 008) (. 018) (.019) 

Students fighting each other ••••••••••••••••••• .42 .42 .58 .60 
(. 006) (. 006) (. 012) (.013) 

Students threatening teachers •••••••••••••••••• .16. .15 .16 .16 
(. 002) (. 002) (. 011) (. 004) 

4Family background characteristics controlled. are the seventeen used in table 6.2.1. The 
numbers in the table are obtained by first multiplying public school sophomore background means by 
regression coefficients from the regression of the variable in question on family background to obtain 
the expected level of the variable in question for that population, using regressions carried out 
on private school sophomores, private school seniors, and public school seniors and then subtracting 
the public school value from the ·private school value. 

bClimate variables aggregated to school level. 

cBehavior variables aggregated to school level; a high value implies that students perceiving 
this as happening rarely or never. 
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Thus in comparing achievement, this contrast takes into account the effect 

that a higher family background has on achievement in the public sector as 

well as the effect of ?UY given level of functioning.I 

Table 7.2.5 shows the results of this analysis. In general we find 

fewer differences in achievement outcomes for this type of student than that 

found in our previous analysis for students like public school sophomores. It 

appears that a student's higher socioeconomic family backgrou~d compensates to 

some degree for the lower level of functioning in the public sector, except in 

the area of student misbehavior. Here achievement gains in both privat.e 

sectors are generally large. Coursework for seniors also brings about higher 

mathematics achievement in the private sectors. Other areas of school 

functioning appear to be less important to these achievement differences among 

students like Catholic sophomores, though indirect effects of disciplinary 

climate (through student behavior) shown in table 7.2.3 are still relevant to 

this type of student. 2 

1An estimated ~ for students like the average Catholic school 
sophomore was calculated using the public sector regression coefficients and 
the Catholic sophomore means for the 17 family background characteristics, the 
mean level of functioning (for example, homework) found in the public sector 
for that type of student, except in the case of the function under consider­
ation. In this latter case, the mean level of school functioning in the 
Catholic or other private sector for this same type of student was used. 

2Another way to consider the differences in public and private school 
functioning is .to ask what would be the achievement losses for an average 
public school sophomore if he attended a private school that functioned like 
the average -public school. An answer to this question both provides a 

· partially independent check of the inferences made in the text on the basis of 
table 7.2.2 and gives some idea qf the. sensitivity of achievement in the 

•.. private sector to each of these areas of school functioning. Appendix table 
A.4.15 shows the expected achievement losses in private schools that function 
at the level of public schools for the average public school sophomore in the 
five ways discussed in the text. Thus this analysis uses the private sector 
egression coefficients together with differences shown in table 7.2.1. 

Without going into detail, the results are generally consistent with 
of the public school analysis shown in table 7.2.2•.However, the total 

s show that achievement in the private sector is considerably more 
'ensitive to the school's functioning than achievement in the public sector. 
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TABLE 7 • 2 • S 

!VEMENT GAINS OR LOSSES IN PRIVATE RELATIVE TO PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
FOR STUDENTS WITH FAMILY BACKGROUNDS 

LIKE THAT OF TB:fl: AVERAGE SOPHOMORE 
IN CATHOLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980 

Catholic Other P-rivat.e 

Mat.he- Read­ Vocab-1 
matics in ulary 

Mat.he­
matics 

Sophomores 

Coursework -.02 -.02 •04 -.06 -.06 -. 13 
Homework •06 .04 . 14 • 07 .OS • 16 
Attendance .04 • 03 • 14 • 00 . 00 . 02 
Disciplinary climate -.03 -. 08 -.18 .OS -.01 . 12 
Student behavior .34 • 12 • 48 .34 • 19 .58 

Total accounted for .38 • 09 . 62 .40 • 16 .74 
Overall (from tabl~ 6.2.l) .32 .36 • S8 • 14 .33 .S6 

Seniors 

Coursework .oo . 00 • 93 -.06 -.07 .33 
Homework . OS • 04 • 03 • 08 • 06 .04 
Attendance •02 . 00 . 04 .01 . 00 .02 
Disciplinary climate .01 . 00 • 00 • 10 • 07 .oo 
Student behavior .20 • 02 . 27 • 19 .12 .42 

Total accounted fo-r .30 . 07 1. 27 .32 • 18 .81 
Overall (from 	tables 6.2.l . 24 •S6 .60 .40 .Sl .74 and 6. 2. 2) 

aStandard errors are not calculated for this table because of 
the special complications in doing so--since the school-functioning 
differences used in calculating the achievement differences are sample 
e~timates (see table 7.2.2) as are the regression coefficients also 
used in the calculation. 
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7.3. School program enrollment and achievement 

One of the aspects of school functioning that has a strong potential 

for affecting achievement is the placing of students in different programs. 

Generally, high school programs in the United States are identified as 

academic, general, or vocational. Academic progr~ms are designed to provide 

credentials for admission to a four-year college, while general and vocational 

programs are not (although college admissions requirements have become so 

flexible that successful completion of an-academic program is not now a 

prerequisite for admission to some four-year colleges). Vocational programs 

contain much more non-classroom curricular content than do general programs. 

Yet placement in a particular program is not merely a potential 

determinant of subsequent achievement. It is also an indicator of past 

achievement and of future intentions. Because it is such an indicator, if 

schools in each sector used the same criteria in placing students in different 

programs it would be appropriate to use the student's program in school as an 

additional statistical control to eliminate bias due to selection. 

There are, then, potentially two ways related to a student's program 

in which different schools can have different effects on achievement. If the 

program a student is in has an effect on that student's achievement, then 

schools with different policies for placing students in programs will produce 

different levels of achievement--even if they start with the same students. 

Second, programs labelled as academic (or general, or vocational) in one 

school may have different effects tha~ a program labelled as academic (or 

general, or vocational) in another school. 

The examination of school program can thus be of value in the study of 

differential effects of private and public sector schools in three wnys. It 

can show whether the effects of the private sectors we have found can be 
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explained merely as private schools' enrolling more students who, whatever 

sector they were in, would be in an academic program. Second, it can show 

whether there appear to be different policies in different sectors for placing 

students in different programs. Third, it can show whether the consequences 

for cognitive achievement of being in a given program differ from sector to 

seceor. 

If schools in each sector use the same criteria in placing students in 

the different _programs, and if the levels of cognitive achievement in a given 

program are the same in each sector, then the apparent effect of the private 

sector is merely due to initial selection of students. If either (or both) of 

these is not true, then the private sector has effects on achievement in 

either or both of the two ways described above. 

The first question, then, is; Do schools in the three sectors use the 

same policies for placing students in the different programs? As a first 

indicator, let us suppose that the sophomore percentages enrolled in each 

program reflect only background differences in the three sectors, and not 

differences in schoo-1 policy. Then we may get an indication of policy 

differences in the three sectors in moving students between programs by 

comparing the percentage of seniors in each program with the percentage of 

sophomores. 

As we see in table 7.3.1 at the sophomore level, 30 percent of the 

public schools students are in an academic program, as are 62 percent of the 

Catholic school students, and 57 percent of the students in other private 

schools. For seniors, the percentage in an academic program in the public 

schools is 35 percent, in the Catholic schools 70 percent, and in the other 

private schools 70 percent--increases of 5 percent, 8 percent, and 13 percent, 

respectively. Since the dropout rate between sophomore and senior years is 
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TABLE 7.3.l 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION FOR STUDENTS ENROLLED IN ACADEMIC,GENERAL 

OF VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS, BY GRADE AND TYPE OF SCHOOL: 


SPRING 1980 


Type of 
Program 

Public 

10 12 

Catholic 

10 12 

Other Private 

10 12 

Academic ••••••••••• 30.2 34.S 61.8 69.5 57.2 70.4 

General ••••••••••• 47.2 39.0 32.4 21.0 37.2 21.6 

Vocational 23.6 21.s 5.8 9.5 s.s 7.9 ........ 

larger in nonacademic programs and is about twice as high in the public as the 

private sector, we would expect to see a greater increase in the percentage in 

an academic program in the public schools. But the reverse is true. Students 

in the private sector move into an academic program from their sophomore to 

their senior year, but comparable proportions of the public sector students 

are not making that move. This suggests tha~ program placeme~~ policies do 

indeed differ in the public and private sectors. 

The same question can also be exaniined through an analysis which 

statistically controls on family background and also asks whether there is a 

remaining sector.effect on being in a given program. When being in an 

academic program as a senior was itself taken as a dependent variable iD the 

public and Catholic schools, with the 17 background characteristics and school 
• 
sector as independent variables, school sector was the strongest predictor. 1 

With all these background characteristics controlled, a student in a Catholic 

school was still 25 percent more likely to be in an academic program than a 

student in a public school. 

lFor reasons discussed in chapter 6, section 6.2.2, the appropriate 

logit analysis was not used here. 
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Moreover, the assumption granted earlier--that the sophomore program 

placement is purely a function of background and ability, and independent of 

school policy--is a very dubious one. If, for sophomores, being in an 

academic program is taken as a dependent variable with the 17 background 

factors which include both parents' expectations about college attendance and 

school sector as indepertdent variables, Catholtc school sophomores are 21 

percent more likely to be enrolled in an academic program. 

·The second question, concerning school program policies, asks how 

students perform in the same program and from comparable backgrounds in public 

schools, Catholic schools, and other private schools. This assumption will 

introduce a bias against the private sector because the data discussed above 

strongly suggest that some students who would be in a general or vocational 

program in the public sector are in an academic program in.the private sector. 

Such an analysis was conducted only for the academic and general 

programs since vocational programs are infrequent in the private sector, aJtd 

only for the public and Catholic schools. UsillJ the same procedures and 

background variables used in previous analyses, and adding dummy variables for 

enrollment in vocational or general programs, achievement was estimated for 

students in academic and general programs in both the Catholic and public 

sectors, for students with backgrounds standardized to the average publi~ 

school sophomore. 

Table 7.3.2 shows that sophomores in academic programs in Catholic 

schools achieve at higher levels than their counterparts in the public sector, 

and that the differences for students in academic programs are statistically 

significant for all three tests. At the senior level the differences are in 
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TABLE 7.3. 2 

DIFFERENCES IN ACHIEVEMENT IN PUBLIC AND CATHOLIC SCHOOLS WITHIN 

SCHOOL PROGRAM, FOR STUDENT WITH AVERAGE BACKGROUND OF 


PUBLIC SCHOOL SOPHOMORE: SPRING, 1980 


(Standard error of difference in parenthesis) 

Subtest 
General Program 

Sophomore ·Senior 

Academic Program 

Sophomore Senior 

.248 .181 .138 .126 
(. 080) (. 089) (. 055) (.068) 

Vocabulary .306 .397 • 235 .399 
(. 064) (. 076) (. 058) (.059) 

.. 

.641 .492 .217 .01;>1 
(. 129) (.159) (.094) (.125) 

the same direction, but are statistically significant only for vocabulary. In 

general programs, students in Catholic schools achieve more highly than those 

of comparable backgrounds in public schools in all three tests in both 

grades. In this case, the differences are statistically significant for all 

three tests in both grades. Furthermore, as the table indicates, the between-

sector differences are consistently greater for students enrolled in the 

gene.ral program. 

Thus, while there is evidence that students in an academic program 

from comparable backgrounds achieve somewhat more highly in Catholic schools 

than in public schools, the greater gap appears to exist in the general 

program. Consistent with this9 students in a general program appear to be 

subjected to greater demands in Catholic schools than in public schools. 

Table 7.3.J shows that when comparing coursework for seniors with comparable 

backgrounds in general programs, those in the Catholic sector take an average 

of .65 more advanced mathematics courses than seniors in the public sector. 

Absenteeism and cutting classes also show differences for the general program 
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TA.BL! 7.3.3. 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CATHOLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN STUDENT 

BEHAVIOR. BY SCHOOL PR.OGRAM AND GRADE, STANDARDIZED tO 


FAMILY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF PUBLIC 

SOPHOMORE STUDENTS: 4 SPRING 1980 


Academic 	 General 

10 12 10 12 


'I 
; 

I 
\ 

l 

a) Coursework completed 
by s tudent:s 

Percent tak:i,ng 
honors English .......... -.10 -.06 -.03 .01 

Percent taking 
honors tDathematics ...... -.04 -.03 -.02 .01 

Average number of 
advanced mathematics 
courses ................. .45 	 .65 


b) 	 Homework co!!!E!leted 

by students 


Average number of hours 
per week ................ 1.18 .47 .93 .49 


c) 	 Attendance bI individual 

students 


Absent from school ...... -.36 .;..28 -.46 -.52 

Cut class now and then •• -.14 -.16 -.22 -:.22 

•Family background characteristics used in the analysis are the 
same seventeen characteristics identified in section 6.2; standardization 
procedures and estimated level of functioning follow those. outlined for 
table 7.2.1. · 
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students. 

Thus, differences in school program placement policies make it more 

likely that students, whatever their background characteristics, will be 

placed in an academic program if they attend a Catholic school rather than a 

public school. Even though this is the case, students who are in academic 

programs in Catholic schools do better than students from comparable 

backgrounds in public schools in most comparisons, and at least as well in the 

others. It is for the students in the general program that being in a 

Catholic school makes the most difference in achievement. 

Altogether, answers to the questions with which we began this section 

-.on school programs all point in the direction of greater effects of the 

• 	private sectors than of the public sector on achievement. The student's 

program does not account for private-public differences in achievement. 

Private-sector policies put students in an academic program who would be in a 

general or vocational program in a public school. And then examining student 
. 4 

achievement in academic and general programs in public and Catholic schools 

shows that achievement is consistently higher within each program in the 

Catholic schools. 

The earlier sections of this chapter showed that there are at least 

two important ways in which private schools produce higher achievement 

outcomes than public schools. First, given the same type of student (i.e., 

with background standardized), private schools create higher rates of engage­

ment in academic activities. School attendance is better, student' do more 

homework, and students generally take more rigorous subjects (i.e., more 

advanced mathematics). The first two of these factors provide modestly 

greater achievement in private schools. The third, taking advanced mathe­

matics courses, brings substantially greater achievement. The indication is 



-268­

that more extensive academic demands are made in the private schools, for 

comparable students, leading to 1ll0re advanced courses and thus to greater 

achievement. This is a somewhat obvious conclusion, and the statistical 

evidence supports it. Second, student behavior in a school has strong ·and 

consistent effects on student achievement. Apart froa mathematics coursework 

for seniors, the greatest differences in achievement between private and 

public schools are accounted for by school•level behavior variables (i.e., the 

incidence of fights, students threatening teachers, etc.). The disciplinary 

climate of .a school, that is, the effectiveness and fairness of discipline and 
• 

teacher interest, affects achievement at least in part through its effect on 

these school-level behavior variables. 

Although these answers are only partial, in that additional school 

factors may also explain the different outcomes in the sectors, they strongly 

suggest that school functioning makes a difference in achievement outcomes for 

the average student. And private schools of both sectors appear to function 
' 

better in the areas that contribute to achievement. 

This is not, ·however, equivalent to saying that policies which would 

facilitate enrollment in private schools would increase the average levels of 

achievement among American. high school students. That is a much more complex 

question, and one that requires examining more fully the paths through which 

private schools may have their effects. The next section sketches out these 

paths, to indicate the kind of infor111ation necessary to answer the policy 

questions.· 

7.4. Models of school effects on cognitive achievement 

By specifying the possible paths through which private schools may 


bring about greater achievement, we can locate the results of the present 
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report within that overall framework. 

Figure 7.4.1 describes the possible ways that school sector may affect 

th~ achievement outcoine of students. Our focus in this last chapter has been 

on school policies. The graph indicates first hov school policies can aff.ect 

achievement. School policies, such as level of homework, curriculum, and 

disciplinary practices, indirectly affect a student's achievement by 

influencing that student's behavior (see path 10). This is the most 

straightforward path. In addition, those policies directly affect student 

achievement (illustrated by path 11) and include such factors as teachers' 

skill or commitment. School policies can also affect a given student's 

achievement through their impact on other students' behavior (via path 9). 

That is, the same policies that increase one student's homework or decrease 

that student's absence or disorderly behavior can be intensified through the 

medium of other students' behavior (illustrated by the sequence of paths 9 and 
<lo 

12). This report s~ggests that these school policies vary between sectors, 

(particularly in the public and other private sector), as well as within 

sector, and al;'e indeed related to s·tudent achievement. 

There is, however, another path through which school type and school 

policies affect achievement: through the background and behavior of other 

students (see sequences 4-7-12-13 and 4-6-9-12-13). With a given level of 

tuition, coupled with a given income distribution, and specific policies of 

student selection, the school type "determines" the distribution of other 

students in the school. These background variables greatly affect the other 

students' behavior in the school (path 7), and may directly affect school 

policies (path 6), which in turn affect student behavior (paths 9 and 10). 

Other students' behavior can affect a given student's achievement in either of 

two ways: through their direct effect on that student's behav~or (path 12), 
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FIGURE 7 .4. l 

GENERAL MODEL OF STUDEN'f ACHIE\IEMEHT 
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(for example, a hard-working and committed student body will ordinarily 

generate commitment among its incoming members); or through school policies 

(path 8). A disobedient or truant student population can impede academic and 

disciplinary policies to the point that the demands are relaxed and the 

policies accommodated to the students' behavior. This is one aspect of the 

change that many schools underwent during the student revolt of the late 

sixties and early seventies. 

If private schools were available to a larger segment of the 

population, then the effect of this alternative path, from school· type to 

other students' background (path 4) becomes important to the question of 

whether achievement will be increased. In part, what is at issue in 

disagreements about the effects on achievement of making private schools 

available to a broader range of students lies in implicit beliefs about the 

relative importance of paths 4, 6, 7, 8, and 12 compared to 5, 9, 10, and 

11. If the principal effect of the school type on achievement is through the 

sequence 4-7-12-13, or 4-7-8-10-12-13, or 4-6-10-13, then such broadening of 

availability would have little impact on achievement because the policy change 

would disrupt path 4. If a large component of the effect is through paths 5, 

9, 10, and 11, then such increased access to private education should not 

dilute the school's impact on achievement. Furthermore, if the effects ~re 

through 9, 10, and 11, then any change that resulted in the appropriate 

changes in school policies, whether or not it had anything to do with private 

schools, would be effective in increasing achievement. Thus, where such 

things as curriculum and disciplinary policies have effects on student 

behavior and achievement that are independent of school type and student 

background, we can institute changes in any school that would affect 

achievement. It is for this reason that the· results in this chapter are as 
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relevant to public schools as they are to private schools. 

It is useful to review, in light of this path diagram, just what our 

analysis in the present chapter and earlier ones is designed to do in 

~eparating out the different type of effects. Tables S.3.1 and 5.3.3·and 

Figure 5.3 showed the combined effects of path 5 from school type to school 

policies, and 4-7-8~that is, from school type through background through 

student behavior to policies. Similarly, tables 5.4.1, 5.4.4 and 5.4.5, and 

figure 5.4.1 show the combined effects of school policies to student behavior, 

and 4-7, 4-6-8 (and 4-7-12) from school type through student backgrounds to 

student behavior. 

Table 7.2.1 is designed to separate out [in part (d)] the part of 

school type effeet on school policies (called disciplinary climate in this 

chapter) that operates through path S and eliminates that part which operates 

by paths 4-6 or 4-7-8. That was done by statistically adjusting the policy 

differences between public and Catholic or between public and other private 

for differences in student background. The values shown in part (d) of table 

7.2.l are estimates of the amount of school policy (i.e., "disciplinary 

climate") difference due to school type directly through path s. 1 

Similarly, parts (ah (b) and (c) are estimates of the effect of school type 

on the student's own behavior through school policies (paths 5-10 and S-9-12) , 

uncontaminated by the path 1-2--that is, by the student's own background). 

For example, the difference in homework. done by sophomores in Catholic schools 

and sophomores in public schools is 1.9 hours per week; .8 hours of this is 

1The dependent variables in this analysis are school means of 

perceived policies, and thus did not differ within school. Consequently, even 

though the individual's background was statistically controlled, the effect is 

to control the backgrounds of all students. Thus the effects controlled out 

in the analysis are those through paths 4-6-12 plus a path (not shown) from 

student's own background. to school policy. 
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accounted for by differences in family background, and 1.1 remains as the 

estimated differences due to policy differences between the two sectors. The 

diagram shows, however, that there is another uncontrolled path through wb.ich 

the observed difference due to school type might operate: path 4, and from 

there via path 7 or 6. What should be controlled in order for the values in 

rows l, 2, and·3 to reflect only the effects through paths 5-10 and 5-9-12 is 

not only the student's~ background, but also the brlckgrounds of other 

students in the school. If that had been done in table 7.2.1 then the values 

in these rows would be estimates of the effect of school type via path S-10 

and 5-9-12. 

Part (e) of table 7.2.1 is intended to provide estimates of the effect 

of school type via path 5-9 to other s~udents' behavior, by controlling on 

1 other students' backgrounds and thus blocking path 4-7. However, some of the 

items in this area not only include other students' behavior, but also the 

student's own. As a consequence, the items in part (e) are measures of the 
' 

effect of school type via both paths 5-10 and 5-9. 
& 

Then, table 7.2.2 is designed to show the direct effects of school 

types on achievement through the student's behavior (rows 1, 2, 3 in the 

table; paths 5-10-13 and S-9-12-13), through school policies directly (row 4) 

in the table; paths 5-11) and through tl)e student body behavior (row 5) in the 

table; path 5-10). The last of these is ambiguous. If the measures were 

indicative of average student behavior in the school, they could then be 

modified to exclude the student's own behavior, and would truly be measures of 

other students' behavior in the school. Consequently, a regression analysis 

1Since the dependent variable is at the level of the school in these 
cases, the student backgrounds controlled in this analysis effectively become 
the aggregate student background in the school. 
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including the student's own behavior and the other students' behavior, 

measured in this way, would give the effects. of his own behavior on his 

achievement and the effect of other students' behavior on his achievement. 

The ways in which the latter might occur are numerous but, perhaps most 

importantly, behavior in the classroom affects how 1111ch the teacher can teach 

and the level of distraction for any given student. 

However, since t~e components of "student behavior" as measured and 

used in tables 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 are averages of student perceptions about 

behavior problems in the school, and because for two of these (fights among 

students and students threatening teachers) there are no measures of the 

individual's own behavior, the effects shown for "student behavior" in table 

7.2.2 cannot be unambiguously interpreted as effects of other students' 

behavior. Nevertheless, it appears likely that some part of this effect 

(which is the strongest shown in the table in nine of the twelve analys1'!s) is 

due to other students' behavior. This would mean that there is a missing 
,. 

path, say path 14, in figure 7.4.1, from other students' behavior directly to 

the student's achievement. 

The upper part of table 7.2.3 shows the effects of school policies (as 

measured by "disciplinary climate" differences) on various aspects of student 

behavior, as indicated by path 9. The lower part shows the effects of t~ose 

policies on a student's achievement through the student behavior in the 

school~that is, through both the student's own behavior and that of other 

students, paths 10 and 12.1 

1The effects of school policies on a student's achievement through his 
own and other students' behavior (that is, through paths 10-13 and 9-14) 
cannot be distinguished here. If the methods used had allowed distinguishing 
the effects on achievement of the students' own behavior and that of the other 
students (path 13 and missing path 14), then the effect of school policies 
through other students' behavior and own behavior would simply be in 
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The analysis as carried out in this chapter does not, of course, allow 

for distinguishing the sizes of the effects through all the paths shown in 

figure 7.4.1. It only begins to allow distinguishing qualitatively between 

the kinds of effects identified by the various paths shown in figure 7.4.1~ 

Most important for purposes of policies vis-a-vis private schools, of course, 

is the relative importance of the direct effects of school type on school 

policy (path 5) and the indirect effects which begin with path 4, the effect 

of school type upon other students' backgrounds. Policies that would affect 

the social composition of the students attending schools in the private sector 

would change path 4, but would not change path S. 

proportion to the sizes of paths 14 and 13. This 1111st be so, since the effect 
of school policies, a variable that is constant for all students in the 
school, on a given student's behavior and on the average behavior of all 
students cannot even in principle be distinguished. 
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSION 

In chapter 1 of this report, we examined a number of premises under~ 

lying policies that would increase the role of private schools and a number of 

underlying policies that would decrease their role. Perhaps the best way to 

conclude is to review tho$e premises, to see just which premises this report 

has provided evidence on, and what can be concluded from the evidence about 

each premise. In addition, other results were found along the way, some of 

which provide additiona.l information that bears upon the overall policy 

questions. 

Premise underlying policies that would increase the role of private schools 

1. 	 Private school~ produce better cognitive outcomes than do public 
schools (chapter 6). 

The evidence from chapter 6, supplemented by evidence from chapter 7, 

is that private schools do produce better co~itive outcomes than public 

schools. When family background factors that predict achievement are 

controlled, students in both Catholic and other private.schools are shown to 

achieve at a higher level than students in public schools. The difference at 

the sophomore level, which was greater for Catholic schools than for other 

private schools, ranged from about a fifth of the sophomore-senior gain to 

about two-thirds the size of that· gain (i.e., from a little less than half a
• 
year's difference to something more than one year's difference). This 

evidence is subject to a caveat: despite extensive statistical controls on 

parental background, there may very well be other unmeasured factors in the 

self-selection into the private sector that are associated with higher 

achievement. 
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We examined gains from the sophomore to the senior year in the three 

sectors; we introduced three differing sets of assumptions for examining this 

growth, to get a range of estimates. Two sets of assumptions probably favor 

the public sector and one probably favors the private sectors. Under all sets 

of assumptions, achievement growth was greater in both private sectors than in 

the public sector except for reading in the Catholic schools, which gave 

different results under different assumptions. 

A caveat to all these results is shown by the high-performance public 

and private schools. Performance was llllCh higher in both of these sets of 

schools than in any of the three sectors (section 6.1), although these schools 

could not be separately studied in the extended analysis of section 6.2 

because of ceiling.effects in achievement scores. 

2. 	 Private schools provide better character and personality 
development than do public schools (chapter 5). 

Little evidence on character and personality development was provided 

iu this report. Students in other private schools show slightly higher levels 
..

of self-esteem as sophomores and higher gains from the sophomore to senior 

year in fate control than students in public or Catholic schools. The in­

ference that there is greater growth on both these dimensions in other private 

schools is strengthened by the fact that students in high-performance private 

schools showed even higher levels as sophomores, and similarly high sophomore-

senior gains, while students in high-performance public schools did not, 

despite the fact that the parental backgrounds of students in the latter 

schools are higher than those in other private schools. The fact that the 

other private and high-performance private schools have less than half the 

student-teacher ratio than schools in the other sectors suggests that the 

difference might be due to this. Two points should be recalled, however, in 

assessing this evidence: first, the other private sector is es~ecially 
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se; and second, our sample of schools in that sector is especially 


Thus the conclusions on this point must be regarded as merely an 


tion that further examination is warranted. 


3. 	 Private schools provide a safer, more disciplined, and more 
ordered environment than do public schools (chapter S). 

The evidence is strong that this premise is true. The greatest 

~rence found in any aspect of school functioning between public and 

vate schools was in the degree of discipline and order in the schools 

5.4). The Catholic and other private schools appear some-

their discipline and behavior profiles, with students in 

r private schools reporting more absences and class-cutting but also more 

fewer fights among students, and greater teacher interest in 

However, in all these respects, both sectors showed greater 

and order than the public schools. 

4. 	 Private schools are more successful in creating an interest in 
learning than are public schools (chapter 5). 

There is little evidence to confirm or'' disconfirm this premise in the 

The sectors differ only slightly in student responses to the two 

interest in school, and there is not much to be 


erred from indirect evidence presented in the report. 


5. 	 Private schools encourage interest in higher education and lead 
more of their students to attend college than do public schools 
with comparable students (chapter 6). 

The evidence on this premise is toward a positive answer, but it is 

fully consistent.. There is evidence that students have higher college 

pirations and expectations in private schools than do students from com-

backgrounds in public schools, but it is not clear to what extent the 

schools function to generate these overall higher aspirations and 

The evidence does indicate that Catholic schools function to 

crease the differences between students from different social backgrounds. 
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6. 	 Private schools are smaller and thus bring about greater degrees 
of participation in sports and other activities than do public 
schools (chapter S). 

The evidence shows that this premise may be true for other private 

schools (though again a caution is necessary about generalization from the 

weak sample of other private schools). The premise is not true for Catholic 

schools compared to public schools. The fact that Catholic schools are 

smaller in size than public schools does not result in increased participation 

in extracurricular activities. 

7. 	 Private schools have smaller class size, and thus allow teachers 
and students to have greater contact (chapter 4). 

The other private schools have sharply lower student-teacher ratios 

than the public schools, while the Catholic schools have slightly higher 

ratios. There are fewer than half the students per teacher in other private 

schools than in public or Catholic schools (table 4.2 •.1). No direct evidence 

on contact between students and teachers is presented. 

8. 	 Private schools are more efficient than public schools, accom­
plishing their task at a ~ower cost. 

The 	 report contains no evidence on this premise. 

Premises underlying policies that would decrease the role of private schools 

1. 	 Private schools are socially divisive along income lines, creaming 
the students from higher income backgrounds, and segregating them 
into elite schools (chapter 3). 

The evidence on this premise works in two directions. First, among 

the three major sectors, the other private schools contain students from 

somewhat higher income backgrounds and the Catholic schools contain students 

from slightly higher income backgrounds than the public schools. The 

differences are primarily at the highest and lowest income levels, with all 

three sectors having a majority of students in a broad middle~income category 

ranging from $12,000 to $38,000 a year, and similar proportions at different 
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..levels within this range. Second, the internal segregation by income within 

each sector goes in the opposite direction with the public sector showing 

higher income segregation than either the Catholic or other private 

However, income segregation is not high within any sector. .The end 

result of these two forces acting in opposite directions is that U.S. schools 

show· slightly greater segregation by income than would be the case 

if private school students of differing income levels were absorbed into the 

public schools in the same way that public school students of differing income 

are 	currently distributed among schools. 

2. 	 Private schools are divisive along religious lines, segregating 
different religious groups into different schools (chapter 3). 

The evidence is strong that this is true. Besides the 30 percent of 

!private schools that are Catholic, enrolling 66 percent of all private school 

students, 25 percent of private schools, enrolling 12 percent of private 

school students, are affiliated with other religious denominations. Examining 

· religious segregation solely in the Catholic/non-Catholic dimen~ion, the 

report shows that the great majority ef Catholics are in public schools, but 

over 90 percent of the students in Catholic schools are Catholic. Within 

sector, the Catholic/non-Catholic segregation is least in the Catholic 

schools themselves, greatest in the other private schools. The overall impact 

between-sector segregation and the differing segregation within sectors 

might be expected, that schools in the United States are more 

segregated 	along Catholic/non-Catholic lines than they would be if private 


students were absorbed into the public .schools. 


3. 	 Private schools are divisive along racial lines, in two ways: 
they contain few blacks or other minorities, and thus segregate 
whites in private schools from blacks in public schools; and the 
private sector itself is more racially segregated than the public 
sector (chapter 3). 
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The evidence shows that the first of these premises is true with 

respect to blacks but not with respect to Hispanics and that the secdnd is not 

true with respect to blacks or Hispanics. The end result with respect to 

Hispanics is that the segregation of U.S. schools is a little different from 

what it would be if there were no private schools. 

Catholic schools enroll less than half as high a proportion of blacks 

as the public schools, and other private schools only about a quarter as high 

a proportion. Internally, however, the blacks and whites in the private 

sectors are considerably less segregated from one another than they are in the 

public sector. The end result of these two opposing forces, between-sector 

and within-sector, is that the segregation of black and white students in the 

U.S. schools is no greater and no less than it would be if there were no private 

schools, and their students were absorbed into the public sector, distributed 

among schools as public sector black· and white students are now distributed. 

4. 	 Private schools do not provide the educational range that public· 
schools do, particularly in vocational and other nontraditional 
courses or programs (chapter 4). 

The 	 evidence on this premise is that it is correct. Schools in both· 

the Catholic and other private sectors provide primarily academic programs and 

have few vocational or technical courses. Even in academic areas, however, 

some of the smaller schools in the other private sector have a limited range 

of subjects, as exemplified by the fact that 44 percent of students in the 

other private sector are in schools with no third year foreign language 

courses. The lesser educational range of the private sector is also shown by 

the 	more comprehensive character of the high-performance public schools 

compared to the high-performance private schools. 

5. 	 Private schools have a narrower range of extracurricular 
activities, and thus deprive their ·students of participation in 
school activities outside the classroom (chapter 5). 
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Tb.is premise is almost the direct opposite of premise 7 on the other 

side, so the answer is the same as was given there. Students in Catholic and 

pu~lic schools show about the same amount of .participation in extracurricular 

activities, while students in other private schools show more. Thus this 

premise is not correct. 

6. 	 Private schools are unhealthily competitive, thus public schools 
provide a healthier affective development (chapter 5). 

The report provides no direct evidence on this premise, but the 

indirect evidence suggests that something like the reverse is true for the 

comparison between the other private and public schools. (See premise number 

2 in the preceding section.) 

7. 	 Facilitating the use of private schools would aid whites more than 
blacks and those better off financially at the expense of those 
worse off; as a result, it would increase racial and economic 
segregation (chapter 3). 

It is not possible with this data to directly answer this question. 

The results of the analysis carried out in chapter 3 indicate that family 

income exercises an important independent influence on the probability that a 

given student will receive a private education particularly in a Catholic 

school. The effect of income on probability of enrollment in Catholic schools 

is positive and significantly stronger for blacks than for whites since blacks 

have a substantially lower average income than whites. Tb.us, the evidence 

indicates that the current underenrollment of blacks in private secondary 

schools is, to a.significant extent, attributable to their lower income. 

Insofar as the effect of family income reflects a price effect, these 

findings suggest that policies designed to reduce the cost of private 

education to families would result in a reduction of the economic and racial 

segregation that is currently found between sectors. This is because lower-

income students and blacks would be expected to shift into Catholic schools at 
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rates that are equal to or greater than higher-income and white students. 

further research, using data that are more adequate to the problem at hand, 

may find that such an extrapolation is not valid. The available evidence 

strongly suggests, however, that a significant interest in the alternative 

that private schools represent is present among minorities and lower-income 

families. 

Additional results relevant to the policy question of facilitating or 

constraining use of public schools: 

1. Catholic schools more nearly approximate the "common school" ideal 

of American education than do public schools, in that the achievement levels 

of students from different parental educational backgrounds, of black and white 

students, and of Hispanic and non-Hispanic white students are more nearly 

alike in Catholic schools than in public schools or other private schools. In 

addition, the educational aspirations of students from these different back­

grounds are more alike in Catholic than in public or other private schools. 

2. Important factors in bringing about higher scholastic achievement 

in private schools than in public schools are the greater academic demands and 

more ordered environment in the private schools. The evidence shows not only 

that the sectors differ greatly on these dimensions, but also that within the 

public schools, students who are better disciplined and are in schools with , 

more ordered environments achieve more highly. These results provide 

information that is relevant not only to private-school policies, but also to 

the functioning of all schools, public or private. 

It may or may not be ~seful to attempt to sum up the overall implica­

tions for the premises underlying policy arguments to facilitate or constrain 

the use of private schools. Some of the premises on each side are confirmed, 

some on each side are disconfirmed. It is hard, however: to avoid the overall 
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conclusion that the factual premises underlying policj,es that would facilitate 

use of private schools are much better supported on the whole than those 

underlying policies that would constrain their use. Or, to put it another 

constraints imposed on schools in the public sector (and there is no 

that those constraints are financial, compared with the private 

sector) seem to impair their functioning as educational institutions, without 

providing the mote egalitarian outcomes that are one of the goals of public 

schooling. 
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A.l Calculation of Standard Errors of Estimates 

Neither standard errors nor confidence intervals are reported 

in the tabulations and analyses of this report. Instead, this section 

presents information that allows calculation of approximate standard 

errors for most percentages based on student data. 

The general equation for calculating the approximate standard 

error of a percentage is: 

s.e. (p) • A 1/ p(lOO-p)/n 

where p is the percentage for which the standard error is to be calcu­

lated; s.e.(p) is the approximate standard error of p; A is a correction 

factor, which increases with the departure of the sample form a simple 

random samj>le through clustering or other aspects of the sample design; 

and n is the unweighted number of students in the parti_cular class over 

which the percentage is calculated. (For example, table 3.1.1 estimates· 

that 5.8 percent of sophomores in Catholic schools are black. The un­

weighted number of sophomores in Catholic schools, which is 2,831--see 

table A.1.1 below--ia the correct value of n for calculating the standard 

error of this percentage.1) 

The values of A and n for classes on which most of the percent­

ages in this report are based are given in table A.1.1. When perce~tages 

are based on different clafsifications or on subclassifications within 

each of these classifications, it is appropriate to use the subclass 

1This does not take into account sample size reduction by non­
response. Throughout the report, nonresponses are excluded from the 
base on which the percentage is calculated. An approximate reduction 
of n for nonresponse can be determined from the marginals provided 
in "High School and Beyond Information for Users, Base Year (1980) Data," 
available from NCES. 



TABLB A.1.1 

CORRECTION FACTORS AND SAHPl.E SIZES FOR CLASSES ON WHICH HOST PERCENTAGES 
FROM STUDENT DATA IN REPORT ARE BASED 

U.S. Total Public 
Private 

Total8 
Cat ho Uc 

Other 
Private 

High Performance 

Schools 


PubUc Private 

Soehoaaores · 

A (correction factor) ... 1.614 1.529 2.160 1.942 2.597 1.614 2.597 

n (sample size) 30.261 26.448 l.462 2.831 631 370 353 ......... 
Seniors 

A (correction fact~r) ... 1.620 1.509 2.255 2.038 2.689 1.620 2.689 

n (sample size) 28.465. 24,891 " l,248 2,697 551 lll 126 ......... 
a . 

b c

t
N 

The correction factor A for total private is calculated as an average of the Catholic and other 
private correction factors, weighting the Catholic correction factor by 2 and the other private by 1. 

b .
The high performance public correction factor is taken to be the same as that for the public sector 

as a whole. 

c1'he high performance private correction factor is taken to be the same as that for the other 
private sector. 



TABLE A.1.2 

APPROXIMATE STANDARD ERRORS FOR PERCENTAGES BASED ON PRINCIPAL 
CLASSIFICATIONS USED IN REPORT 

U.S. Total Public 
Private 

Total Catholic Other
Private 

High Performance 
Schools

Public Private

Soehomores 

p • 50 percent ......... 0.46 0.47 1.84 1.82 s.11 4.20 6.91 

p • 90 percent or · 
10 percent ••••••••• 0.28 0.28 1.10 1.09 3.10 2.52 4.15 

Seniors 

p • 50 percent ......... 
 0.48 0.48 1.98 1.96 S.13 4.59 7.45 

p • 90 percent or 
10 percent ....... 
 0.29 0.29 1.19 1.18 3.44 2.76 4.47 

 

' 

t w 



TABLE A. l.l 

NUHBERS OF S1'UDENTS AND SCHOOLS IN SAMPLE, FOR MAJOR SUBCLASSKS USED IN REPORT 

Case Unit 
u.s. 

Total 

Major Sectors 

Public Catholic Private 

High-Performance 

Schools 


Public Private 

Total students 58,728 

(58,049)a 

51,339 5,528 l, 182 682 679 

Sophomores 30,263 

(29,9l0)a 

26,448 2,831 631 370 353 

Seniors 28,465 

(28, ll9)a 

24,891 2,697 551 311 326 

Number of schools i,01.5 

(l,004)8 

894 84 27 l2 

t 
~ 

11 

aExcluding high-performance private schools. 



TABLE A.1.4 

WEIGHTED NUMBERS OF STUDENTS AND SCHOOLS IN SAMPLE, FOR MAJOR SUBCLASSES USED IN llBPOB.T 

Case Unit u.s. 
Total 


Major Sectors 

Public Catholic Private 

High-Performance 
Schools 

Public Private 

Total students 6,852,441 


(6,850,525) 8 


6,195,294 429,217 226,014 88,788 1,916 

Soph001ores 3,787,782 


. ·o,786 J 775) a 


;J,436.168 228,417 122,190 44,889 1,007 

Seniors 3,064,659 

(3,063,750)a 

2,759,126 200,800 103,824 43,899 909 

Number of schools 20,316 

(20,303)a 

15,766 1,571 2,966 128 13 

't
VI 

aExcluding high-performance private schools. 
''.c~~, 



size together with the largest correction factor of those shown in the 

table that could apply to the subclaaa. 

The equatiou for calculating standard errors, tog~ther with 

the data shown in table A.1.1, were used to calculate approximate stan­

dard errors for percentages of 50 percent, 10 percent, and 90 percent 

(the latter two of which have the same standard error). These are given 

in table A..1.1. 

It should be emphasized that these standard errors are approx­

imations intended merely to provide guidance as to the confidence interval 

around a percentage estimate, or the chance that a difference between 

two percentages could be due to sampling error. 

For estimation of approximate standard errors for data from 

the school questioUDaires, a conservative estimate can be obtained by 

assuming A to be the same aa for student data, and taking n from the 

number of schools shown for the relevant class in table A.l.3; a non­

conservative estimate can be obtained, by assuming A•l for all classes 

of schools. 

A.l.2 Calculation of Standard Errors for Comt>lex Statistics 

Previous research suggests that it is \mllecessary to adjust 

the estimates of standarderroTs of CO'llq)lex statistics, such as regnssion 

coefficients 9 foT the effects of a stratified c1ustered sampling 

design. Kish and Frankel (1974) found that in the case of complex 

statistics, the design effect reduces to one. 

In our analysis of school outcomes and factors aifecting 

achievement outcomes (cha11cers 6 and 7), we estimated standard errors 

under the general assumpcion o~ statistical inde~endence of elements 

used in general stat:iscical me'thods. However, it: did seem impor1:anc 
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to tesc, at least in some limited way, the applicability of Kish and 

Frankel's previous work on design effects for complex statistics to 

the instance of an estimated Y. 

Given the excessive cost associated with empirical estimates, 

the calculations were limited to the private sector standardization 

carried out for table 6.2.l following the balanced repeated replication
• 

method developed at the U.S. Census Bureau. In general, the aample 

variance is empircally calculated by taking diiferences in half-sample 

estimates of the sample statistic, in this case, Y. Y is of course a 

function of the regression coefficients associated with ~ach half-sample 

and the means use4 to standardize the estimates of achievement. 

A second order estima~or was calculated as follows: 

1 -/VAR (g(S)) • 

4k 

where S denotes the entire sample; k, the number of half-sample pairs; 


th

Hi, the i half-sample formed by including on of the two primary selection 

groups from each of the strata; Ci"' . the conrplement half-sample; and

some increment adjust1Dent (not used in the estimate). 

Twelve pairs of half-samples were drawn, following an 

orthogonal design matrix outlined by Plackett and Burman (1946). 

Within each of the eight private sector stratum, schools were randomly 

assigned to one of two groups. For those schools classified as 

self-representing, students within the school were randomly assigned 

to one of these two groups. Then, following the design matrix, schools 

were placed in one of the half-samples for each of the twelve pairs. 
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TABLE A.1.5. 

ESTIMATED AND FMPllllCAL STANDARD ERRORS roa STANDARDIZED ACHIEVEKBHT 

IN CATHOLIC AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS 


Subteet 
Catholic Other Private 

10 12 io 12 

Reading& 

latiuted ......... .0469 .0517 .0632 .0692 

Empirical ••••••••• .0489 .1095 .1354 .2218 

Ratio ••••••••••••• 1.041 2.118 2.J42 3.2052 t 
O> 

Vocabulary& 

Estimated ......... .0419 .0456 .0591 .0614 

Empi1-"ical .0909 .0632 .1735 .2088 ......... 
Ratio ••••••••••••• 2.011 1.386 2.936 3.401 

Mathematica& 

Estimated ......... .0883 .0965 .1191 .1293 

Empirical ••••••••• .1063 .1122 .3936 .2905 

Ratio ••••••••••••• 1.204 1.-161 3.305 2.247 
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Table A.1.5 shows the results of this analysis along with 

the standard errors originally estimated for table 6.2.1 and the ratio 

of the empirical and estimated standard errors. The ratio of the 

standard errors is the design effect for the estimated Y. The results 

show that for the Catholic sector the design effect approximates one 

in four out of six of the estimates. However, for the other private 

sector, the design effect is substantially larger; it is approximately 

three in four out of six of the estimates. For the other private 

sector then, the estimates are substantially larger than those associated 

with complex statistics. This provides further evidence regarding the 

caution one should use in making inferences from the other private sector 

sample. 

A.2 	 Calculation of Measures of the Distribution 
of Students within Sectors 

The measures employed in chapter 3 for describing variations 

in student mix among schools within a sector are described below. The 

measure of interracial contact within a sector is constructed as follows. 

If we number the -schools in the sector 1, • • • k , • • • n , and consi· der t he 

first school, there is a given proportion of whites in that school. 

Call this P1w• There is also a certain number of blacks in the school. 

Call this n1b" Then, for this number of blacks, the proportion of whites 

in their school is P1w· If we weight this proportion by the number of 

blacks, and average over all schools, we obtain the desired measure, which 
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we will call sbw' the proportion of white children in the school of 

the average black child. 
n 
En. p

= k=l.K b kwsbw 
(l) 

or for groups i and j 
n 

(2) 


This measure is affected not only by the degree of segregation 

between two groups among schools in the sector, but also by the overall 

proportion of students in each group. If there are few black children 

in a sector, for example, then whether or not there is the same propor­

tion of blacks in each school, the average white student will have a 

small proportion of black children in the same school. Because 

of this, it is valuable to have a measure of just how far from an even 

distribution across the schools the actual distribution is, that is, 

a measure that is standardized for the number of whites and blacks in 

the school type. Such a measure can be constructed, with a value of 

0 if there is no segregation between the two groups in question and 

a value of 1.0 if segregation is complete. 

The standardized measure is constructed as follows. Let the 

proportion of children from group J in the sector be p .• If the same 
J 

proportion of children from group J were in each school, then s .. would
l.J 

be equal top .• If the children of group j were all in schools by them­
. J 

selves, totally isolated from children of group i, s .. would be O.
l.J 

Thus a measure of how far s .. is from p. is (p. - s .. )/p.. This we 
l.J J J l.J J 
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will call r .. , which may be thought of as a measure of segregation.
1J 

The formula is: 

P· - s ..
J 1Jr .... (3)

l.J pj 

It is important that, although the standardized measure is a measure 

of the segregation of children in one group from. those in another, it 

is the unstandardized measure that measures directly the presence of 

children from. one group in schools attended by children of another group. 

Thus the proportion of black schoolmates for the average white child 

may be low, without the measure of segregation being especially high. 

In order to compute these measures from. the High School and 

Beyond data, sophomores and seniors are combined to give a more precise 

estimate. Students are assigned their design weights (which may differ' 

for sophomores and seniors), and the proportion of each relevant group 

in the school is estimated from the weighted numbers in each group. For es­

timating. equation (2), °ki' the number of students from group i in 

school k, is the number weighted by the design weight. 
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A.2.1 Alternative Measures of Racial and Ethnic Segregation 

Social scientists have used a number of different methods for 

a·ssessing the extent to which members of different social groups are 

segregated from each other. The discussion that follows will briefly describe 

the methods and present the results of three commonly employed alteniative 

measures of racial and ethnic segregation between schools within a unit of 

interest, and compare these results with those obtained by the measure rij• 

1. Dissimilarity Index 

The first alteruative measure examined is the dissimilarity index, or 

"index of replacement." The formula employed heC'e ia 

where N is the number of black or Hispanic students in school i and N is the 1 

total number of blacks or Hispanics in the sector; and Wi is the number of 

whites in school i and W is the total number of whites in the sector (Cortese, 

Falk, and Cohen 1976). The usual interpretation of the dissimilarity index is 

that it represents the proportion of the minority population in the sector 

that would have to be shifted from the schools in which they are currently 

enrolled in order to achieve an even distribution of minorities across the 

schools of the sector. Carrying out the calculations for each of the three 

sectors and for the private sector as a whole, the measures of dissimilat'ity 

(Dblack and Dilispanic> are obtained: 

DBlack Exb 11lispanic ExH 

t. Public sectot' 
z. Private sector 

a. Catholic 
b. Other private 

.681 

.600 

.569 

.692 

.093 

.028 

.032 

.021 

.482 

.584 

.511 
•726 

.034 

.036 

.036 

.032 
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The results generally indicate a greater extent of segregation than the 

measures rij used in table 3.1.4. The relative ordering of the sectors with 

respect to segregation also changes. For the segregation of blacks and 

whites, the public sector is more segregated than the private (.681 vs .600) 

and this is consistent with the rij results. But whereas the value of rij is 

lowest for the other private sector, the value of dissimilarity index for this 

sector is the highest (.691). For the segregation of Hispanics and whites, 

the results also contrast somewhat with the values of rij• While the dissimi­

larity index also shows the public sector to be less segregated than the 

private (.482 vs .584), the Catholic sector is now seen as more segregated 

(.511) than the public. For both of the index of dissimilarity and rij• 

though, the substantially higher value of Hispanic-white segregation in the 

private sector overall is largely a reflection of the contribution of the 

other private sector, where segregation is quite high. 

A number of criticisms have been directed at the index of 
' 

dissimilarity. Cortese, Falk, and Cohen (1976) argue that the concept of 

replacement is not a very useful tool for either analytic or policy purposes,· 

since it does not allow for the replacement of the individuals who would have 

to be moved to achieve evenness. A measure suggested by these authors as more 

meaningful is an index of exchange, which gives the proportion of blacks or 

Hispanics that must exchange laces with non-blacks or non-Hispanics to achieve 

evenness. These qualities are derived by simply multiplying the above 

calculated indices of dissimilarity by the proportion of the sector that is of 

the group in question (blacks or Hispanics in this case). The measures of 

exchange, Exb and Exa, are listed alongside the measures of dissimilarity in 

the above table. These measures correspond much more closely to the rij 

measures used in the body of the report, showing in the case of black-white 

segregation a greater public-private disparity than shown by rij• 
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While the dissimilarity index and its derivatives have a certain 

attractiveness in respect to the relative ease of their calculation and inter­

pretation, it is questionable whether these sorts of measures are applicable 

to either the sort of question we are posing he.re (i.e. the extent of within-

sector segregation) or the data we have available. To be sure, we are asking 

about how students of different groups are distributed among schools within 

the different sectors, 'and the dissimilarity index represents an aggregation 

of differences between distributions at the school level and the sector 

distribution. It is the case, however, that many schools within the public 

and private sectors are not located in areas where minorities reside in 

substantial numbers, if at all. Thus the estimates for the proportions that 

must be replaced or exchanged to achieve a balance are of questiot¥lble 

value. Dissimilarity measures are probably most useful for local level 

comparisons, which is in fact the way they are most commonly used. We have 

made an effort to obtain a locally-based measure of segregation, the results 

of which are found in table 3.5.1. The figures reported in the table are 

obtained by comparing the proportional minority enrollment of schools to the 

proportion of minority school-age residents in the local areas that the 

schools are located in. 

Aside from the substantive problems with the dissimilarity index, the 

data at our disposal are not well suited technically to such calculations. 

For as Cortese et al (1976) demonstrate, the values of a dissimilarity index 

will depend (inversely) on both the number of minority students within schools 

and the overall proportion minority in the sector. In effect, then, the index 

combines between and within components of segregation {See Schwartz and 

Winship 1979 for a discussion of the general problem). As there are sharp 

differences between the public and private sectors on both of these counts, it 
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seems that little confidence should be placed in results of dissimilarity 

analyses with data such as those we employ. 

2. Gini Index 

A second measure that can be used for assessing the extent of within-

sector segregation is the Gini index. As Duncan and Duncan (1955) point out, 

the Gini index can be readily illustrated in relation to the "segregation 

curve." This curve is given by plotting the cumulative proportion of whites 

on the cumulative proportion of blacks or Hispanics across all schools in a 

sector, where the schools are first arrayed in descending order of the 

proportion of their students who are black or Hispanic. The computational 

formula for the Gini index is 

where xi is the cumulative proportion of blacks or Hispanics through the ith 

school and Yi is the cumulative proportion of whites through the ith school, 

with the schools ranked in descending order of the proportion of their 

students who are black or Hispanic. The Gini index is equal to the area 

between the curve and the main diagonal. Segregation curves for blacks and 

Hispanics in each sector are given in figures A-1 to A-8. 

GiBlack GiHispanic 

Public .865 .694 
Private .800 .787 

Catholic .775 .704 
Other Private .838 .911 
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TA.BL! .a..2.l 

!ac1al and eth'llic entro,1ee and iudic•• of segregat!oa 
for public and ;irtvaca 1choola 

TotaJ. Public 
<'",;;, ,.d'S~;. ____________________________________11.s. _

4. Sector tntro,1•• 

l. ~· the rac.1&1 

·eutro,,. ot cha sector .678 .702 .391 .441 .306 

2. ~· ch• ec!m:ic 

encron ot cha sector •.570 •.583 .437 .479 .348 

a. Av•l'&p school !Dtro,1• 

l. i'!iw, cha avarap 

racial eat\"0'1 .376 .389 .261 .190 

2. flnr' the avenp 

ech'llic eatron .368 .377 .289 .344 .185 

c. Segregatioa tndic• 

l. a.,.. segragac1aa of 

blacka and :.rh1tu ( raqea f't"Oll 

L-<:a.,leca sagragae1oa to 0-.. 

segngatioa) .445 .446 .34.5 ~324 .378 

2. ~· Hgragac1aa of 

ll1s,au1cs and vtu.cu (aqee 

ft"Oll l-<:a.,leca secngae1oa to 

o~o segragatioa) .3.54 ,353 .337 .281 .468 

~. encro,1ea and sagregac1oa :1111aav.r•• are calcu.Lacad by cha tollowiq fo'C'lllUJ..u: 

l l
! • p log2- + p log2­
ij 1 Pt j pj 

where p • Cha proport1oa of a seccor' s 1cudaac ..t1ersbi11 that is of 1rcna11 1, 1 
aDd p j • :he P1'1>1t0rt1oa of ch&c sector' 1 mamb~i-s~, which is 1rou11 j. 

where if • cha mmber of lt'Ov.f 1 scudancs 1D school :, !f j • ch• mmber ot 1 
i'l:'Olql j scudancs in school :, p • cha pnrpon:1oa of ITl'Ull 1 scudecs in 1 
schools :, and p j • the pro,an:1ou of irov.11 j scude'llU in school :' 1 

:11.embarstl11t• 

See Theil and Fiu:l.zza (1967 and 1970), &1ld Zoloch (1976) !or d11c1:111a1011 of the 

:nchod amt additioaai allfl.1cac1ou. 
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The ordering of sectors with respect to the segregation of blacks and whites 

is essentially the same as that found in table 3.1.2, where the public sector 

is more segregated internally than the private sector as a whole, and the 

Catholic and other pr~vate sectors taken separately. The results for ethnic 

segregation, however, diverge somewhat from what is obtained in table 3.1.2. 

By the Gini index, the Catholic sector is slightly more segregated internally 

than is the public sector, whereas the measure rij indicates a reverse 

ordering. By both measures the ·other private sector overall is found to be 

the most segregated. 

3. Information Theoretic Index 

The third alternative measure of segregation that we employed is one 

derived from the information theoretic framework by Theil. This measure 

overcomes the limitations of dissimilarity indices and has attractive 

mathematical properties (see Zoloth 1976 and Fienberg 1981). The 

computational formulas and results are ~hown in table A.2.1. Theil and Finizza 

(196~) consider the entropy measures to be indices of "integration"; from 

these a measure of segregation can be calculated. The closer that the racial 

or ethnic composition of a given unit, such as a sector or a school, 

approaches an even balance, the closer the entropy of the unit is to its upper 

limit of 1. The lower limit is 0, corresponding to the situation where.only 

one group is represented in the unit. The general strategy is calculation of 

the entropy for a sector as a whole, then calculation of the average entropy 

for the schools in that sector and finally, as a measure of segregation, the 

former minus the latter divided by the latter. The general interpretation of 

the segregation measure is the degree to which the schools in this sector have 

less even distributions of whites and blacks than the sector as a whol~. 
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~tor entropies given at the top of table, Ebw (for blacks.and 

(for Hispanics and whites) reflect the patterns of between 

_.on. As a result of higher proportion of blacks enrolled in 

the racial entropy of the public sector (.702) is 

the other private sector (.306). Examining the ethnic entropies of the 

sectors, Ehw' the more even balance between sectors in the proportions of 

Hispanics enrolled is expressed in less pronounced public-private differences. 

The differences between sectors are smaller when the weighted averages 

of school entropies, i'ij' are compared. The average school entropies for the 

private sector tend to be closer to the private sector entropies than the 

average public school entropy is to the public sector entropy. This expresses 

in a different measure the same phenomenon shown in table 3.1.2 when the 

measures of contact sij are compared to th• proportion& enrolled in the sector 

to obtain rij" As a consequence, the information theoretic measures of 

segregation, Hij' lead to essentially the same conclusions as.the measures rij 

in table 3.1.2. Ove!all, it appears that the contribution of the private 

sector to the total segregation of Hispanics and blacks from white in American 

secondary education is negligible or in the direction of decreasing that 

segregation slightly. Evidence for the latter tendency is seen in the 

segregation of blacks and whites. The private sector as a whole is 

substantially less segregated internally than the public sector (.345 vs 

.446). Comparing the total U.S. segregation of blacks and whi~es (.445) to 

the public sector value, we again reach the conclusion that if private school 

students were redistributed back into the public,sector in exactly the same 

way that public school students are presently distributed, the segregation in 

l 
~ 

l 'I 

J 


American secondary education would increase slightly. With respect to the 
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segregation of Hispanics and whites, the tendency goes in the opposite 

direction. Here the private sector appears to slightly increase the ov~rall 

segregation that is found. 

To summarize the results of the analysis of within-sector segregation, 

all of the alternative measures examined here corroborate the conclusion that 

blacks and whites are more segregated in the public than in the private 

sector. Within the private sector, each of the measures except the rij show 

the Catholic sector to be less racially segregated than the other private, and 

all but the dissimilarity index show the other private sector to be more 

segregated than the public sector. With respect to the segregation of 

Hispanics and whites, all four of the indices examined show the priate sector 

to be more segregated than the public sector. Within the private sector the 

results are more variable between the different indices: While all 

indications are that the Catholic schools have less ethnic segregation than 

the other private schools, and that the other private schools are more 

segregated than the public sector, the Catholic sector has less segregation 

than the public by the information theoretic and rij measures, but not by the 

dissimilarity index and the Gini coefficient. 

The infot'1118tion-theoretic index and the rij index (which also has been 

called a variance-based index) are quite similar in the results they give with 

these data, while the dissimilarity index and the Gini coefficient are similar 

to one another. Apart from specific technical differences, a 111ajor reason for 

this is that the rij index and the info'C'1118tion-theory index express separately 

between-sector and within-sector segregation by controlling on the proportion 

black (or white) in the sector when measuring the within district segregation. 

For the dissimilarity index and the Gin! coefficient, this overall proportion is 

not controlled, so that these measures incorporate into the measure the 

unevenness of the overall sector racial distribution. 
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A.3 	 Calculation of ~easures of the Distribution 
of Students Relative to the Racial or 
Ethnic Comvosition of the Local Area 

'l'his section describes the measures employed to compare the 

racial compositions of schools with those of local areas. Interest 

in such comparisons derives from concern over the accessibility of 

private education for students of different minority groups. To follow 

the line of presentation developed with the measures s •. and r .• , we
l.J l.J 

will conceptualize the problems here in terms of an "average student." 

'l'he·first measure can be seen as addressing a question about 

the geographic accessibility of "places" in private education for stu­

dents of different groups. If the average student within a given sector 

attends a school that is located in an area that has a lower proportion 
,. 

of, say, blacks, than the average student within another sector, then 

the conclusion would be that the education provided by S·chools in the. 

former sector tends to be less geographically accessible to blacks than 

the education provided by schools in the latter sector. 'l'hus, if the 

schools in a sector are numbered l, ••• k, ••• n, and the first school 

is considered, this school is located in an area that has some propor­

tion of its population that is black. Call this proportion plb" ntere 

are a certain number of students in this school, n , and, for this number 1

of students, the proportion of blacks in the local area of their school 

is plb" If this student-weighted proportion is averaged over all schools, 
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we obtain the measure, which will be called Ub' the proportion of bla~ks 

·in the local area of the school attended by the average student: 

(1) 


or for any population group i: 

~~Pttiu.• .,,....__ (2)
1 tng 

k 

'nle proportion obtained for each sector can be compared to those of 

the other· sectors in a straightforward fashion. 

A second measure follows directly from the first. If geographic, . 
accessibility is taken as given, the question arises, How do the actual 

enrollments in the different sectors compare to the compositions of 

the areas where their constituent schools are located? If the schools 
" 

within a given sector enroll numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics 

that are proportional to the numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics 

living in the areas where the schools are located, then schools of this 

sector reflect exactly the racial-ethnic composition of the areas where 

they are located. If, however, the.average student in a given sec;or 

attends a school that has a 'lower proportion of, say, blacks or Hispanics, 

then this means that blacks or Hispanics are not attending schools of 

this sector despite geographic accessibility. 'nlus, while the first 

measure is designed to describe the geographic accessibility of schools 

in a particular sector to a particular group, the second is designed 

to describe the degree to which enrollment of that group matches the 

proportion in the geographic area. 
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'nle measure to be constructed is a measure of the difference 

in proportion of a given group in the school and in the surrounding 

area, weighted by school enrollment. 'nle measure is constructed as 

follows: 

(3) 


where ~ is the number of students in school k, pk.i is the proportion 

of the population of the area where school k is located that is of group 

i, and qki is the proportion of school k's enrollment that is of group i. 

Since the sum of the weighted proportion.s qki is simply equal to the 

overall proportion o~ group i iii the sector (see tables 3.1.l and 

3.1.2), equation (3) reduces to 

t °itPki 

vi • ~ °it - qi • ui - qi <4> 
k 

where qi is the proportion of the sector's total enrollment that is 

of group i. 'nle measure V; for sector X can be expressed by the state­
• 

ment, "The average student in sector X attends a school with a propor­

tion of students in group i that is smaller by Vi than the proportion 

of youth that are of group i in the area in which the school is located." 

Although it was not used in this report, one can estimate the 

extent to which the student weighted schools in a given sector vary 

in terms of differences from this overall sector measure, with a devi­

ation score, D., analogous to a variance. It is calculated as follows: 
l. 

(5) 
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A.4 	 Regression coefficients, standard errors, and explained variance 
foT major analyses of report 

For the tex~ tables listed below, appendix reference tables 

with regression coefficients, standard errors, and explained variance 

are included in this section. Means and standard deviations for all 

variables used in chapters 6 and 7, along with the correlation matrices 

for the major portion of the analyses, are included in appendix section 

A.5. 

Text Appendix reference 

Table 6.2.1 Tables A.4.1, A.4.2 and A.4.3 

Table 6.2.2 Tables A.4.3 and A.4.4 

Table 6.2.6 Table A.4.5 

Table 6.3.l Table A.4.8 

Table 6.3.4 Table A.4.11 

Tables 7.2.2 and 7.2.5 Tables A.4.13 and A.4.14 

For most of the remaining tables presented in chapters 6 and 

7, the correlation matrices in appendix section A.5 may be used to reproduce 

the results reported. 
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TABLE A.4.1 
2SUBTEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R ) 

FOR MODEL INCLUDING PUBLIC SCHOOL SOPHOMORES 

Reading (8)* Vocabulary (8)* Mathematics (18)* 

b s.e. b s.e • 

Intercept 2.083 .071 2.129 • 065 5.628 .136 

BBlOl -.oos .008 .036 .007 .091 .015 

BB042 .060 .007 .072 .006 .090 .013 

BB039 .076 .006 .097 .005 .186 .0+1 

Number siblings -.049 .006 - .062 .005 -.075 .011 

BB103 .037 .007 .026 .006 .122 .013 

Two parent household .051 .031 .021 .028 .238 .059 

BB037B .005 .017 -.046 .015 .015 .032 

BB037C -.105 .016 -.042 .015 -.227 .032 

BB104C .082 .010 .070 .010 .063 .021 

BB104C .248 .036 .113 .033 .264 .069 

BB104D -.006 .029 .056 .027 .257 .056 

BB104G .255 .035 . 296 .032 • 378 .067 

BB104I .332 .031 • 291 .029 .690 .060 

Father's expectation .180 .034 .135 .0;1 .484 .-065 

Mother's expectation .483 .034 • 386 .031 1.183 .065 

Hispanic -. 704 .046 -.544 .042 -1.624 .088 

Black -.912 .037 -.852 .034 -2.226 .071 

R2 .190 .214 • 255 
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TABLE A.4.2 

2BTEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R ) 

FOR MODEL INCLUDING PRIVATE SCHOOL SOPHOMORES 

Reading (8)* 
b s.e. 

Vocabulary (8)* 
b s .e, 

Mathematics (18)* 
b s .e.

er siblings 

parent household 

expectation 


expectation 


r Private Sector 


Performance scho~ls 

R2 

2.612 

-.057 

.104 

.050 

-.084 

.032 

.243 

.012 

-.210 

.084 

-.166 

.170 

•396 

•4li6 

.083 

.512 

-.326 

-.096 

-.172 

.979 

.217 


.021 


.015 

.014 

.018 

.019 

.093 

.045 

.045 

.028 

.114 

.093 
,,.116 

.094 

.101 

.105 

.139 

.157 

.068 

.612 

2.829 

.053 

.060 

.107 

-.098 

-.002 

-.091 

.023 

-.186 

.010 

-.104 

.358 

.572 

.253 

.102 

.398 

-.322 

-.621 

-.023 

1.151 

.203 
 7.830 

.020 .060 

.014 .073 

.013 .140 

.017 -.120 

.018 .114 

.087 -.264 

.042 .069 

.042 -.591 

.026 .013 

.106 ".'".564 

.086 .459 

.109 .962 

.088 .516 

.094 .334 

.098 . 1.330 

.121 -1. 007 

.147 -1.177 

.064 -.018 

.572 2.504 

.408 


.040 

.029 

.027 

.034 

.036 

.176 


.085 

.086 

.053 

.214 


.174 


.219 


.177 


.190 


.196 


.244 


.296 


.128 


1.151 


.. 120 .166 
 .153


*Numbers in parenthesis refer to total number of test items 
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TABLE A.4.3 

2SUBTEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R ) 

FOR MODEL INCLUDING PUBLIC SCHOOL SENIORS 

Reading (8)* 

b S.• e. 

Vocabulary (8) 

b s.e. 

Mathematics (18)* 

b s.e. 

Intercept 2.994 •.079 2.881 .072 6. 780 .152 

BB101 -.008 .009 .034 .008 .068 .017 

BB042 .055 .007 .078 .006 .123 .014 

BB039 .065 .006 .080 .006 .177 .012 

Number siblings -.043 .007 -.062 .006 -.031 .013 

BB103 .021 .008 .014 .007 -.056 .015 

Two parent household .066 .034 -.068 .031 .113 .066 

BB037B -.090 .019 .002 .017 --.022 .036 

BB037C -.118 .019 -.124 .017 -.269 .037 

BB047G .086 .012 ~:·068 .011 .038 .023 

BB104C .056 .041 .065 .037 -.020 .079 

BB104D .045 .034 .157 .030 .319 .064 

BB104G .371 .039 .322 .035 .473 .075 

BB104I .369 .036 .338 .033 .993 .·070 

Father's expectation .301 .038 .288 .035 .859 .073 

Mother's expectation .541 .037 .478 .034 1.372 .072 

Hispanic -1.072 .055 -. 796 .050 -1.961 .105 

Black -L088 .043 -1.052 .040 -2. 416 .084 

R2 .196 .236 .264 

*Numbers in parenthesis refer to total number of items in subtest 
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TABLE A.4.4 
2SUBTEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R ) 

FOR ~0DEL INCLUDING PP.IVATE SCHOOL SENIORS 

Reading (8)* 

b s.e. 

Vocabulary (8)* 

b s.e •

Mathematics (18)* 

b s.e. .• 

Intercept 3.462 .227 3.483 .200 8.610 .424 

BBlOl -.095 .025 -.054 .022 .024 .046 

BB042 .039 .017 .081 .014 .103 .032 

BB039 .087 .015 .076 .014 .207 .029 

Number siblings -.035 .018 -.079 .016 -.045 .034 

BB103. .019 .021 .037 .018 -.052 .039 

Two parent household .107 .101 .179 .089 -.341 .188 

BB037B -.114 .oso -.103 .044 -.444 .093 

BB037C .013 .053 -.022 .046 .102 .099 

BB04 7G .041 .031 .060 .027 -.006 .057 

BB104C -.060 .132 -.113 .116 -.423 .245 

BB104D .039 .106 .141 .094 .428 .198 

BB104G .357 .129 .485 .114 • 874 .240 

BB104I .521 .113 .394 .100' .949 .211 

Father's expectation .274 .113 .127 .100 .334 .212 

Mother's expectation .539 .117 .532 .103 2.035 .218 

Hispanic -.352 .146 -.332. .129 ...1.121 .273 

Black -.591 .160 -.615 .141 -1.687 • 299 

Other Private Sector .166 .074 -.044 .065 .137 .138 

High Performance schools 1.115 .•649 1.082 .573 2.564 1.212 

R2 .109 .152 .199 
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TABLE A.4.5 

2REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, ST.ANDA.RD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R ) 

usnm FIVE BACKGROUND VARIABLES FOR SUBTEST 
I Reading (8)* Vocabulary (8)* 

I b s.e. b s.e. 

Public Sophomores 

Intercept 2.650 .038 
BBlOl .061 .008 
BB042 .094 .007 
BB039 .121 .006 
Hispanic -.824 .045 
Black -1.151 .036 

R2 .128 
Pub lie Seniors 

Intercept 3.554 .042 
BBlOl .063 .008 
BB042 .082 .007 
BB039 .116 .006 
Hispanic -1.205 .052 
Black -1.329 .041 

.129 
Catholic Sophomores 

Intercept 3.802 .129 
BBlOl -.034 .024 
BB042 .074 .017 
BB039 .072 .016 
Hispanic -.506 ' .141 
Black -.562 .160 

R2 .036 
Catholic Seniors 

Intercept 4.757 .136 
BBlOl -.042 .026 
BB042 .007 .019 
BB039 .087 .019 
Hispanic -.430 .157 
Black -.599 .173 

.021 
Other Private Sophomores 

Intercept 2.207 •30C 
BBlOl .101 .052 
BB042 . • 201 .042 
BB039 • 071 .039 
Hispanic -.536 .409 
Bl!"-ck 1.055 .589 

.135 
Other Private Seniors 

Intercept 3.602 .318 
BBlOl .006 .059 
BB042 .109 .047 
BB039 .174 .044 
Hispanic -.456 .461 
Black -.882 .471 

.142 

2.482 .034 
.092 .007 
.102 .006 
.137 .005 

-.659 .045 
-1.073 .034 

.162 

3.244 	 .039 
.093 .008 
.106 .006 
.131 .005 

-.926 .052 
-1.283 .041 

.169 

3. 722 .121 
.022 .023 
.072 .016 
.089 .015 

-.492 .132 
-1.023 .150 

.065 

4. 747 .120 
-.004 .023 

.062 .017 
.077 .015 

-.492 .137 
-.816 .152 

.046 

1. 745 .276. 
.240 .047 
.063 .038 
.232 .035 

-.459 	 .374 
.515 .541 

.239 

3. 380 .296 
.079 .055 
.145 .043 
.147 .o.u 

-.258 .429 
-.522 .438 

.180 
*Numbers in parentheses refer to number of items in test 
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TABLE A.4.6 

2FULL TEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R ) 

FOR MODEL INCLUDING ALL SOPHOMORES 

Reading (19)* Vocabulary (21)* Mathematics (38)*
., b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Intercept 5.665 .123 6.933 .134 11.506 .235

BBlOl .022 .011 .107 .011 .147 .022

BB042 .121 .011 .166 .011 .204 .022

BB039 .175 .011 .222 .011 .357 .022 

Number of Siblings -.113 .011 -.180 .011 -.136 .022 

BB103 .065 .011 .067 .011 .232 .022 

Two-parent household .143 .056 .052 .056 .346 .101

BB037B .010 .034 -.039 .034 .008 .056

BB037C -.226 .034 -.216 .034 -.511 .056 

BB047G .158 .022 .147 .022 .125 .034 

BB104C .402 .067 .300 .067 .337 .123

BB104D .053 .056 .211 .056 .499 .101

BB104G .601 .056 •791 .067 . 720 .112

BB104I .736 .056 .815 .056 1.369 .101 

Father's Expectations .325 .056 .291 .067 .988 .112 

Mother's Expectations 1.018 .056 1.083 .067 2.134 .112

Hispanic -1.516 .078 -1. 722 .067 -3.031 .145

Black -1.847 .067 -2.615 .067 -4.099 .123

Catholic Sector .540 .089 .921 .089 .882 .156

Other Private Sector .063 .112 .435 .123 .752 .212

High performance school 2.690 1..352 3.190 1.463 5. 780 2.513

2 
R .239 
 .302 .282

. 

*Numbers in parentheses refer to total number of test .items. 
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TABLE A.4.7 

2FULL TEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R ) 

FOR MODEL INCLUDING ALL SENIORS 

Reading (20)* 

b s.e. 

Vocabulary 

b s.e. 

Mathematics (32)* 

b s.e. ·: 

. .

. 

. 


Intercept 7.386 .145 8.921 .186 13.342 . 207 

BBlOl -.019 .021 .007 .021 .096 .021 

BB042 .133 .010 .238 .021 .198 .021 

BB039 .140 .010 .231 .010 .271 .021 

Number siblings -.095 .010 -.196 .010 -.038 .021 

BB103 .034 .010 .039 .021 .075 .021 

Two parent household .074 .062 -.072 .083 .077 .093 

BB037B -.036 .031 -.071 .041 -.140 .052 

BB037C -.226 .031 -.317 .041 -.347 .052 

BB047G .160 .021 .172 .031 .042 .031 

BB104C • 207 .072 .034 .093 -.051 .114 

BB104D .065 .(;)62 .344 .083 .481 .093 

BB104G .921 .072 .989 .093· .625 .104 

BB104I • 865 .072 .908 .083 1.582 .. 093 

Father's expectation • 708 .072 .681 .093 1.248 .104 

Mother's expectation 1.181 .072 1.329 .083 2.196 .104 

Hispanic -2.253 .083 -2 .176 .103 -2.851 .115 

Black -2.307 .103 -2.689 .124 -3. 413 .114 

Catholic sector .320 .09 3 1.146 .124 .640 .135 

Other Private sector • 776 .991 .165 .961 .186 

High performance school ~ 2.687 1.437 5.106 

.134 

1.831 4. 752 2.081 

_J 
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R2 . 239 .240 .280 

*Numbers in parentheses refer to total number of test items 

I 
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TABLE A.4.8 2
HEGHESSION 
 COEF.FICIENTS, STANDARD ER HORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R ) FOR MODEL OF 

EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS -·-- ... - -­

Sophomores 

Public 

b s.e 

Private

b s.e

.Seniors 

Public

b s.e.

,---~)ri~~-te

b s.e.

Intercept .810 .032 1. 205 .092 •9'J,7 ,032 1. 366 .088 

BBlOl .028 .003 .029 .010 .014 .003 .010 .010 

BB042 .055 .002 .042 .007 .050 .003 .052 .006 

88039 .067 .003 .065 .006 .065 .002 .055 .006 

Number siblings -.023 .003 -.046 .008 -.018 .003 -.019 .007 

88103 .015 .003 .005 .009 .012 .003 .013 .008 

'J:wo parent household -.036 .014 -.038 .040 -.071 .014 -.245 .039 

BB037B .002 .008 .028 .019 0 .007 -.024 .019 

880 37C -.015 .007 -.027 .019 -.009 .007 .030 .021 

BB04 7G .061 .005 .062 .012 .053 .004 .038 .012 

BlH04C .012 .016 -.p43 .049 -.039 .016 -.048 .051 

BB104D .050 .013 .067 .039 .049 .014 .065 .042 

BlH04G .093 .016 .097 .049 .080 .016 .115 .050 

BBl04 I .059 .014 .145 .040 .122 .015 .130 .044 

Father's expectation .317 .015 .332 .043 . 407 .015 .350 .045 

Mother's expectation .577 .015 .510 .045 .588 .015 .569 .046 

Hispanic .059 .021 .06 7 .055 .046 .022 .331 .056 

Black . 231 .016 • 391 .068 .312 .017 • 311 .062 

Other Private Sector DNA DNA -.142 .030 DNA DNA -.006 .029 

High Performance ~chools DNA DNA .184 .260 DNA DNA .298 • 239 

2
R I . 364 I • 309 I . 391 I . 331 

. --·--- ... - ---·--· ·-----·-·-------------···------------·-·· 

. ----- ----- -·--·---­----~-- ··-· - -------· -- ~·-··--·-· .. 

--------··---- -----l--------------·· -- ---··- -·· -· --· 

> 
w 
I 

IJ1 
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TABLE A.4.9 


\NALYSIS FOR TABLE 6.3.2: PERCENT OF SENIORS AND SOPHOMORES 

IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS INDICATING EXPECTATIONS TO 

ATTEND COLLEGE AT EARLIER GRADES: ACTUAL PERCENTa 
AND STANDARDIZED PERCENTb: SPRING 1980 

(Unweighted and listwise deletion) 

At Earlier Grade Public Catholic Other
Private 

Seniors 

a) Actual percent 
• 51 .70 .69 At 8th grade 

At 9th grade ..... . 55 . 75 • 72 

• 60 . 79 .80 At 10th grade 
.66 .84 .80 At· 11th grade 

b) Standardized percent 
. 49 .60 . 57 At 8th grade 
. 54 . 66 .61 At 9th grade 
.61 At 10th grade .••.• • 71 . 72 

. 70 At 11th grade ••••• .80 . 75 

So2homores 

c) Actual percent 

At 6th grade .45 . 59 .62 

At 7th grade . 49 .66 . 65 

At 8th grade . 56 • 77 • 74 

At 9th grade .64 .82 . 78 

d) Standardized percent 

At 6th grade . , .. , • . 45 . 49 .so 
At 7th grade ••..•• . 49 . 56 . 53 

At 8th grade .••.., •• • 56 . 70 .64 

At 9th grade •.•.•. .64 . 76 . 72 

aActual percent differs from those given in section 6.3 due 
to the listwise deletion required by the logit program. 

bBackgrounds are standardized to public school sophomores. 
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TABLE A. 4 .10 

DIFFERENCES IN LOGITSa FOR COLLEGE EXPECTATIONS, STANDARDIZED TO 
PUBLIC SCHOOL SOPHOMORES, BETWEEN EACH TYPE OF PRIVATE 

SCHOOL AND THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980 

(Based on logit analysis Table A.4.10) 

At Earlier Grade Catholic Other ?rivate 

Seniors: 

At 8th grade .54 .36 

At 9th grade • 77 .39 

At 10th grade .88 1.01 

At 11th grade 1. 67 •67 

Soohomores: 

A.t 6th grade .14 .18 


At 7th grade .31 .17 


A.t 8th grade 1.06 .51 


At 9th grade 1.39 .79 


Soohomores and Seniors: 

At 6th grade (sopb.omores) .14 .18 


At ith grade (sophomores) 
 .31 .17 


At 8th grade (both) .80 
 .76 


At 9th grade (both) 1.08 
 .73 


At 10th grade (seniors) .88 
 1.01 


At 11th grade (seniors) 1.67 . 67 


aSee text on page 226 for method of calculating logits. 
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TABLE A.4.11 

2REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R ) FOR FIVE 
BACKGROUND VARIABLE MODEL OF EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS 

Sophomores 

Public 
-· 

Catholic Other Private 
b s.e. b s.e . b s.e. 

Seniors 

Public Catholic Other Private 
b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. 

Intercept 

BBlO 1 

BB04 2 

.. 
1.083 

.071 

.088 

.018 

.003 

.003 

1.809 

.053 

.052 

.060 

.012 

.008 

1. 2-70 

•1"01 

.075 

.129 

.022 

.018 

1.287 

.055 

.080 

.019 

.042 

.003 

1.945 

.'042 

.055 

.060 

.011 

.009 

1.545 

.041 

.080 

.128 

.023 

.019 

BBO 39 

Hispanic 

Black 

.110 

.079 

• 205 

.002 

.023 

.017 

.086 

.089 

• 352 

.007 

.066 

.075 

.084 

-.045 

. 743 

.017 

.175 

.251 

.111 

.041 

.302 

.003 

.025 

.019 

.071 

.341 

.446 

.008 

.068 

.075 

.113 

• 435 

- .148 

.018 

.184 

.188 

1{2 .204 .138 .226 .195 .124 .278 

>
I 

w 
00 
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TABLE A.4.12 

PROBIT ANALYSIS PREDICTING ENTRY INTO PRIVATE SECTOR: COEFFICIENTS 
FROM TWO MODELS 

Variable 
Model 

A B 

Intercept •••••••••••••••• -2.791* -2.858 

1. Income ................... .086* .083* 

2. Region {Northeast 
versus others) ••••••••• .195* .192 

3. Catholic religious 
background ••••••••••••• .868* .866* 

4. Mother's education ....... .089* .075* 

5. Number of siblings -.031* -.027* 

6 • Number rooms in home .019* .017* 

7. ·Eighth grade college 
plans .......•....... ,... DNA .263* 

8. Mother worked while child 
in elementary school ••• -.037 DNA 

9. Mother worked before child 
in elementary school ••• .006 DNA 

10. Talk with parents ••••••• -.019 -.025 

11. BB104C .................. -.035 -.039 

12. BB104D .................. .192* .189 

13. BB104G .................. .1s8* .146* 
14. BB104I ............... ~ .. -.003 .017 

15. Two parent family ........ -.110* -.097* 

16. Mother's school 
expectations ••••••••••.• .369* .268* 

17. His~anic .........•....... .196* .179* 
18. Black ................... . .360* .324* 

*•
Significant at .05 level for two ~ail test. 
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TA.BLE A.4.13 
2REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R ) FOR 

MODELS OF PUBLIC SOPHOMORE ACHIEVEMENT WHICH INCLUDE SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS 

Reading (8) Independent 

variablesa 
 b 

Intercept .703 

BBlOl -.007 

BB042 .044 

BB039 .062 

~umber siblings -.046 

BB103 .026 

Two parent household .019 

BB037B .012 

BB037C -.099 

BB047G .047 

BBl04C .2.'.38 

BBl04D -.036 

BB104G .225 

BB104I .306 

Father's expectation .ll.'.3 

Mother's expectation .404 

Hispanic -.653 

Black -.876 

BBOllC .686 

BBOllD DNA 

Homeworkb .047 

BB016 -.060 

BB059E -.069 

MBB053E .246 

MBB053F -.109 

MBB053G -.349 

MYB019A .405 

MYB019B -.077 

~B019E .113 

~B019F .!.69 

s

Vocab

.e. b 

.211 .912 

.008 .032 

.007 .056 

.006 .082 

.006 -.060 

.007 .021 

.031 .001 

.016 -.041 

.016 -.036 

.010 .039 

.035 .109 

.029 .024 

.034 .264 

.031 .268 

.033 .071 

.033 .315 

.045 -.524 
' .038 -.816 

.029 .686 

DNA DNA 

.003 .034 

.009 -.051 

.027 -.056 

.075 .100 

.063 -.199 

.076 -.014 

.074 .219 

.054 -.230 

.060 .187 

.080 .483 

ulary (8) Mathem

s.a 1, 

.196 2.447 

.007 .083 

.006 .055 

.006 .143 

.006 -.068 

.006 .094 

.029 .133 

.015 .045 

.015 -.214 

.009 -.018 

.033 .249 

.027 .154 

.032 .323 

.029 .605 

.031 .288 

.031 .946 

.042. -1. 475 

.035 -2.087 

.026 DNA 

DNA 2.073 

.003 .114 

.008 -.243 

.025 -.245 

.070 .743 

.058 -.590 

.071 -.685 

.068 .642 

.050 -.:.22 

.056 .341 

.074 l.!.52 

atics (18)

s.e.

.395 

.015 

.013 

.Oll 

.011 

.013 

.057 

.031 

.030 

.019 

.066 

.054

.064 

.057 

.063

.062 

.084 

.071

DNA

.052 

.007

.017

.051 

.140

.119

.142

.139 

.100

.114

. !.49

.226 .248 .333 

a The variables prefixed ~ith the letter M are school level ~eans for che ~ndividual 
level variable. The codings :or che ~atter are found in Appendix 3. 

· ~ 1ecoded as actual hours. See appendix 3 for specific coding structure. 
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TABLE A.4.14 

~REGBESSIOH COEFFICIENTS, STANDAaD EuoRS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (1!.2) FOR 


MODELS OF PUBLIC SENIOR ACHIEVEMENT WHICH INCLUDE SCHOOL CJWIACTEIUSTICS 


.. 

;::~~...,c Readin$ 

b 

(8) 

s.e. 

Vocabulary (8) 

b s.a. 

Maehematics (18) 

b s.e. 

tarcept 

101 

8042 

8039 

umber sibl.ings 

103 

o pareuc. household 

0378 

037C 

B047G 

BB104C 

BB104D 

BB104G 

BB104I 

Father's expectation 

Mother's expectation 

Hispanic 

Black 

BBOllC 

BBOllD 

Advanced mach course 
H0maworkc 

BB016 

BB059! 

MBB053E 

MBB053F 

MBB053G 

MYB019A 

MYB019B 

MYB019E 

MYB019F 

a.2 

b 

l.806 

-.006 

.04l 

.050 

-.043 

.014 

.055 

-.021 

-.109 

.045 

.065 

.012 

.337 

.319 

.222 

.427 

-1.054 

-l:.095 

.710 

DNA 

DNA 

.057 

-.035 

-.032 

.336 

'."•126 
-.256 

.304 

-.067 

-.028 

.378 

.231 

.243 

.008 

.007 

.006 

.006 

.007 

.034 

.018 

.019 

.012 

.040 

.033 

.038 

.036 

.037 

.037 

.054 

.044 
' .031 

DNA 

DNA 

.004 

.011 

.027 

.083 

.073 

.082 

.081 

.059 

.066 

.094 

2.099 .222 

.028 .007 

.064 .006 

.063 .005 

-.062 .006 

.010 .007 

-.061 .031 

0 .017 

-.ll.:,l .017 

.035 .011 

.078 .037 

.122 .030 

.286 .035 

.297 .033" 
.217 .034 

.373 .034 

-.802 .049 

-1.066 .040 

.717 .027 

DNA DNA 

DNA DNA 

.040 .004 

-.025 .010 

.028 .ozs· 

.240 .076 

-.101 .066 

-.187 .076 

.238 .074 

-.332 .054 

.191 .060 

.256 .085 

.271 

3.361 .387 

.024 .014 

.028 .012 

.040 .011 

.OlS .011 

.021 .014 

.069 .054 

.004 .028 

-.141 .030 

-.023 .018 

-.056 .063 

.069 .052 

.339 .060 

.437 .057 

.100 .059 

.312 .059 

-1.495 .085 

-Z.062 .on 
DNA DNA 

.895 .054 

1.495 .017 

.021 .006 

-.049 .016 

-.082 .044 

.064 .133 

.192 .w 
-.674 .132 

.375 .us 
-.415 .094 

.382 .105 

l.209 .lSO 

.524 

a The variables prefixed wieh the letter Mare school level 1l18al1S for the individual. 
level variables. The codings for Che. latcer are found in Appendix B. 

b 
Number of advaw:ed maehematics courses taken, 0005 in Appendix B. 

c 
Recoded as actual hours. See appendix B for specific coding scructure. 



TABLE A.4.15 


ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS DUE TO VARIOUS AREAS OF 

SCHOOL FUNCTIONING FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS THAT FUNCTION AS PUBLIC SCHOOLS DO 


FOR THE AVERAGE PUBLIC SCHOOL SOPHOMORE 


Catholic Other Private 

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics Reading Vocabulary Mathematics 

Sophomores 

Coursework •.••••••.••••••. .03 .03 -.OS .09 .08 .18 

Homework •••••••••••••••••• -.02 -.01 -.10 -.02 -.01 -.12 

Attendance •••••••••••••••• -.10 -.07 -.13 -.01 -.01 -.02 

Disciplinary climate •••••• 

Student behavior•••••••••• 

-.34 

-.33 

-.so 

-.44 

-.44 

-.S7 

-.39 

-.33 

-.S2 

-.S7 

-.41 

-.61 

:r 
~ 
!'-.) 

TOTAL ••••••••••••••• -.76 -.99 -1.29 -.66 -1.03 -.98 

Seniors 

Coursework •••••••••••••••• -.01 -.01 -1.01 .06 .08 -.44 

Homework•••••••••••••••••• -.04 -.04 -.01 -.06 -.06 -.02 

Attendance •••••••••••••••• -.06 -.03 -.15 -.03 -.01 -.06 

Disciplinary climate •••••• -.62 -. 72 -.63 -.68 -. 71 -.45 

Student behavior •••••••••• -.06 -.22 .40 -.06 -.21 .44 

TOTAL ••••••••••••••• -.79 -1.02 -1.40 -.77 -.91 -.53 
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A.5 	 Means, standard deviations and correlations for variables used in analysis 
for chapters 6 and 7 

Tables in this section give means, standard deviations, and 

correlations by grade and sector for the variables used in the analysis. 

Variable identification can be obtained from Appendix B. 



TABLE A.5.1 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS Of VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SOPHOMORES 

B 
0 B B B B B B B f M H 

N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 1 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 t 1 1 1 T T s 

0 M 1 0 0 l 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A 
s 1 2 9 s 3 R B c G c D G I p p N 

MEAN 4.057 4. 103 4.531 3.000 6.839 0.774 2.022 1.773 .2.228 0.766 0.639 0.733 0.697 0.510 0.592 0.076 
2 SlDEV 1. 748 2.180 2.552 2.051 1.s24_ o.419 o.s~a o.aa8 1.13.8. o.4z_~ o.480 o.442 o.460 __a_,_5012 o.49t 0.265 
3 a8t"o1 t .000 0.274 0.343 -0.137 0.316 0.274 -0.092 -0.097 0.080 o. 151 0.200 0.191 0.207 0.264 0. 191 -0. 108 
4 BB042 0.274 1.000 0.547 -0. 137 0.208 O.Ot9 0.042 0.036 0. 119 O. 104 O. 170 0. t66 O. 128 0.264 0.269 -0.096 
5 66039 0.343 0.547 1.000 -0. 141 0.246 0.014 -0.080 -0.073 0.123 o. 105 o. 192 o. 187 0. 158 0.349 0.285-o.107 
6 SIBS -0.137 -0.137 -0.141 1.000 0.010 -0.046 -0.035 -0.002 -0.087 -0.055-o.103 -0.063 -0.131-o.128 -0.111 0.075 
7 88103 0.316 0.208 0.246 0.010 1.000 0.205 -0.1t5 -0.107 0.055 0.170 0.192 0.205 0.162 0.155 0.115 -0.122 
8 BOTHPAR 0.274 0.019 0.014 -0.046 0.205 1.000 -0.151 -0.152 0.018 0.138 o. 158 o. 140 o. "17 0. 192 0.088 -0.024 
9 88037B -0.092 0.042 -0.080 -0.035 -0.115 -0.151 1.000 0.578 -0.026 -0.045 -0.084 -0.050 -0.063 -0.059 -0.004 0.017 

R R R R R M M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B B B B B y y y y 

B G G G G L B B H B B B B B B B B B 
L I I I I c 0 0 M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 A D 0 0 0 A 1 1 w 0 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 1 
B c N N N N T 1 1 R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 9 
s K 1 2 3 4 H c D ., K 6 E E f G A B E f 

,,.
~ 
~ 

1 o. 146 0.216 0.329 0.277 o. 178 0.279 0.217 0.226 3.752 2.315 0.293 2.486 2.348 2.213 1.626 1.448 1. 931 2.742 
2 0.353 0.412 0.470 0.447 0.382 0.448 0.412 0.418 3.221 I. 345 0.455 0.222 0.244 0.219 0.209 0. 293 Q. 249 0. 187
3 -0.201 0.008 -o. 108 0.071 0.043 0.048 0.099 0.093 0.116 -0.053 0.034 0.056 0.027 0.028 0.02"7 -0.071 o. 106 o. 151 -· 
4 -0.01.8 0.028 -0.075 -0.019 0.085 -0.022 o. 160 o. 121 0. 158 -0.079 0.001 0.084 0.006 0.065 0.050 -0.083 o. 115 0.088 
5 -0.079 0.026 -0.076 -0.036 0. 109 0.008 o. 162 0. 139 0.183 -0.078 -0.004 0. 109 0.014 0.082 0.038 -0.121 0. 134 0. 126 
6 0. 153 -0.012 -0.006 0.017 -0.000 0.078 -0.043 -0.033 -0.042 0.081 0.040 -0.012 -0.024 -0.013 -0.006 0.011 -0.042 -0.081 
1 -0. 158 0.085 -0. 120 0. 138 -o. 105 0.051 0.085 0.082 0. 113 -0.076 -0.010 0.034 0.045 -0.016 0.077 0.021 0.047 0.110 
8 -0.245. -0.008 -0.054 0.063 0.002 0.069 0.028 0.034 0.061 -0.118 -0.048 -0;000 0.037 -0.003 0.033 0.039 0.043 0. 133 
9 0. 185 -0.049 0.086 -0.037 -0.008 -0.073 -0.016 -0.028 -0.035 0.039 0.025 0.000 0.000 0.016 -0.017 0.006 -0.032 -0.066 

R M 
M M G v E v A T T E 
A c A E 0 L A 0 T 0 T 0 D y y B B 
B u c N c G 0 c. H T 0 T p B B e B 
s T A E A s B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

0 E c D R T I 0 0 0 E v A A 7 7 G 6 
B N L E A N z T ... T T A 0 T N 2 2 8 8 
s T s M L L E H 1-1 0 c H s A B A B 

1 2.394 0.367 0.295 0.461 0.221 7.036 3.603 3.689 9.396 8.921 10.674 18.396 2.267 0.396 0.432 0.507 0.582 
~ Q.331 0.155 0.456 Q.498 0.415 0.736 2.000 1.883 4.036 3.845 4.320 7.321 1.045 Q 489 0.495 0.500 0.49~ 
3 -0.015 0.089 0. 168 -0.050 -0. 118 0.088 o. 121 0.232 o.258 0.226 0.214 0.210 o.245 0.200 0.201 0.200 ·o. 169 
4 0.002 0.117 0.205 -0.080 -0.128 0.094 0.216 0.256 0.235 0.243 0.277 0.259 0.361 0.259 0.272 0.277 0.262 
5 0.015 o. 140 0.248 -0.089-0.169 0.137 0.257 0.306 0.301 0.294 0.334 0.324 0.403 0.308 0.319 0.313 0.297 
6 0.036 -0.010 -0. 105 0.006 0.097 -0.044 -o. 143 -0.168 -0.148 -0.163 -0.200-0.152 -0.139 -0.092 -0.098-0.104 -0.090 
1 -0.079 -0.019 0. 134 -0.032 -0.095 -0.050 0.171 0.179 0.222 0.189 0.214 0.234 0.166 0.142 0.142 0.125 0. 101 
8 -0.050 -0.034 0.070 0.004 -0.059 -0.056 o. 116 o. 116 0.160 0.132 0.146 0.163 0.061 0.040 0.043 0.036 0.036 
9 -0.011 -0.026 -0.045 0.012 0.034 -0.008 -0.079 -0.089 -0.099 -0.088 -0.105-0.109 -0.021 -0.016 -0.015 -0.008 -0.003 



DEVIATIONS ANO CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SOPIEMORES :? 

B 
0 B B B B B B B F M H 

N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 I I 1 I T T s 

0 M 1 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A 
s - 1 2 9 s 3 R B c G c D G 1 p p N

10 BB037C -0.097 0.036 -0.073 -0.002 -0. 107 -0. 152 0.578 1.000 -0.042 -0.059 -0.094 -0.064 -0.069 -0.0GO -0.005 0.031 

11 BB047G 0.080 0. 119 0. 123 -0.087 0.055" 0.018 -0.026 -0.042 1.000 0.061 0.068 0.094 0.077 0. 137 0. 143 -0.017 

12 BB104C 0. 151 0. 104 0. 105 -0.055 o. 170 0. 138 -0.045 -0.059 0.061 1.000 0.442 0.574 0.460 0. 156 0. 158 -0.073 

13 881040 0.200 0.170 0. 192 -o. 103 0. 192 0. 158 -0.084 -0.094 0.068 0.442 1.000 0.440 0.418 0. 182 0.175 -0.061 

14 BB104G 0. 191 o. 166 0. 187 -0.063 0.205 0. 140 -0.050 -0.064 0.094 0.574 0.440 1.000 0.475 0. 180 0. 178 -0.097 

15 881041 0. 207 0. 128 o. 158 -0. 131 0. 162 0.147 -0.063 -0.069 0.077 0.460 0.418 0.475 1.000 0. 173 0. 162 -0.074 

16 FATEXP 0.264 0.264 0. 349 -o. 128 o. 155 o. 192 -0.059 -0.060 0. 137 0.156 o. 182 0. 180 0. 173 1.000 0.691 -0.016 

17 MOTEXP 0. 191 0.269 0. 285 -o. 111 0. 115 0.088 -0.004 -0.005 0. 143 0. 158 0. 175 0.178 0. 162 0.691 1.000 -0.006 

18 HISPAN -0. 108 -0.096 -o. 107 0.075 -0.122 -0.024 0.017 0.031 -0.017 -0.073 -0.061 -0.097 -0.074 -0.016 -0.006 1.000 


R R R R R M M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B B B B B y y y y 

B G G G G L B B II B B B B B B B B B 
L I I I I c 0 0 M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 A 0 0 0 0 A 1 1 w 0 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 1 
B c N N N N T 1 1 R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 9 
s K 1 2 3 4 H c D K 6 E E F G A B E F 

10 0.239 -0.045 o. 118 -0.064 -0.021 -0.089 -0.014 -0.021 -0.035 0.037 0.006 0.004 0.001 0.013 -0.023 0.006 -0.056 -0.091 
11 -0.029 -0.022 -0.024 0.008 0.044 0.008 0.103 0.073 ,0. 170 -0.039 -0.068 0.036 0.007 0.034 0.010 -0.027 0.0•14 0.036 
12 -o. 114 0.043 -0.052 0.004 0.013 0. 119 0.075 0.065 0.110 -0.071 0.036 0.029 0.040 0.025 0.022 0.005 0.056 o. 106 
13 -o. 165 0.057 -0.141 0.035 0.072 0. 117 0.090 0.084 0. 130 -0.085 0.020 0.029 0.008 0.018 0.018 -0.041 0.083 0. t 16 
14 -0.141 0.033 -0.084 0.014 0.053 0. 104 0. 104 0.085 0. 124 -0.071 0.039 0.032 0.017 0.026 0.030 -0.017 0.076 0. 118 
15 -o. 181 0.040 -0.098 0.033 0.040 0. 112 0.089 0.085 o. toe -o. 01 1 0.027 0.030 0.027 0.018 0.022 -0.012 0.067 0. 133 
16 -0.053 0.019 -0.021 -0.047 0.061 0.051 0.167 0.150 0.220 -0.131 -0.050 0.062 0.020 0.057 0.010 -0.077 0.074 0 085 
17 0.007 0.021 -0.000 -0.055 0.042 0.043 0. 165 0. 148 0.219 -o. 124 -0.049 0.053 0.009 0.049 0.011 -0.076 0.058 0.048 
18 -o. 118 -0.024 0. 011 -0.079 0.105 0.165 -0.017 -0.022 -0.045 0.062 0.024 0.004 -0.033 0.023 -0.068 -0.040 -0.006 -0.055 

::=­.s:­
IJI

R M 
M M G v E v A T T E 
A c A E 0 L A 0 T 0 T 0 D y y 6 B 
8 u c N c G D c H T 0 T p B B B 8
s T A E A s B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

0 E c D R T I 0 D 0 E v A A 7 7 6 6 
B N L E A N 2 T T T A 0 T N 2 2 8 8 
s T s M L L E H H H 0 c H s A B A 8 

10 -0.004 -0.034 -0.046 -0.005 0.054 -0.002 -0.113 -0.103-o.136-o.126 -0.136 -0.147 -0.026 -0.011 -0.019 -0.017 -0.007 
1 I 0.004 0.025 0.117 -0.066 -0.043 0.046 0. 118 o. 120 0.100 0.127 0.128 0.109 o. 174 0. 110 0. 133 0 150 0. 159 
12 -0.018 0.023 o. 127 -0.012 -0.093 -0.015 0.202 0. 191 0.266 0.222 0.227 0.210 0. 152 0.094 0.103 0.095 0. 102 
13 0.011 0.073 0.154 -0.036 -0.103 0.032 0.189 0.207 0.232 0.217 0.246 0.241 0.188 o. 129 o. 142 0. 134 0. 135 
14 -0.006 0".056 0.149 -0.015 -0.114 -0.003 0.230 0.240 0.242 0.258 0.280 0.250 0.200 o. 138 o. 148 0. 139 0. 145 
15 -0.013 0.036 o. 143 -0.025 -o. 101 0.012 0.233 0.237 0.256 0.263 0.283 0.268 o. 176 0. 122 o. 13•1 0. 126 o. 118 
16 -0.017 0.073 0.303-0.103 -0.187 0.108 0.241 0.246 0.291 0.267 0.277 0.307 0.468 0.312 0.359 0.422 0.476 
17 -0.025 0.061 0.303 -0.105 -0.181 0.107 0.242 0.239 0.285 0.267 0.270 0.297 0.496 0.301 0.360 0.435 0.519 
ta 0.061 0.0.51 -0.053 -0.001 0.055 0.069 -0.117 -0.109 -0.133-0.137 -0.140 -0.140 -0.047 -0.045 -0.048 -0.031 -0.015 



TABLE A.5.1 (CONT'D) 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SOPMOMORES 3 

B 
0 B B B B B B B 1: M H 

N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 T T s 

0 M 1 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 1 1 1 4 4 4 4 x x A 
s 1 2 9 s 3 R 8 c G c D G I p p N 

19 BLACK -0.201 -0.018 -0.079 0.153 -0.158 -0.245 0. 185 0.239 -0.029 -0.114 -0.165 -0.141 -0.181 -0.053 0.007 -o. 118 
20 REGION! 0.008 0.028 0.026 -0.012 0.085 -0.008 -0.049 -0.045 -0.022 0.043 0.057 0.033 0.040 0.019 0.021 -0.024 
21 REGION2 -o. 108 -0.075 -0.076 -0.006 -0. 120 -0.054 0.086 0.118 -0.024 -0.052 -0.141 -0.084 -0.098 -0.021 -0.000 0.011 
22 REGION3 0.071 -0.019 -0.036 0.017 0. 138 0.063 -0.037,-0.064 0.008 0.004 0.035 . 0. 014 0.033 -o.o.:i1 -0.055 -o·.019 
23 REGION4 0.043 0.085 0. 109 -0.000 -0. 105 0.002 -0.008 -0.021 0.044 0.013 0.072 0.053 O.O·W 0.061 0.042 0. 105 
24 RELCATH 0.048 -0.022 0.008 0.078 0.051 0.069 -0.073 -0.089 0.008 o. 119 o. 117 0. l04 0. I 12 0.051 0.043 0. 165 
25 BB011C 0.099 0. 160 o. 162 -0.043 0.085 0.028 -0.016 -0.014 0.103 0.075 0.090 o. 104 0.089 0. 16'1 0. 165 -0.017 
26 BB0110 0.093 o. 121 o. 139 -0.033 0.082 0.034 -0.028 -0.021 0.073 0.065 0.084 0.085 0.085 0. 150 0. 148 -0.022 
27 HMWRK 0. 116 0. 158 o. 183 -0.042 0. 113 0.061 -0.035 -0.035 o. 170 o. 110 0. 130 o. 124 0. 108 0.220 0.219 -o.o.:i5 

R R R R R M M M M M M M 
E E E E E B 8 B B B B y y y y 

8 G G G G L 8 B II B B B B B B B B B 
L I I I I c 0 0 M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 A 0 0 0 0 A 1 1 w 0 5 5 5 5 1 I I I 
B c N N N N T 1 I R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 9 
s K 1 2 3 4 H c D K 6 E E F G A B E F 

:r 
.i::-­
0\ 

19 1.000 -0.011 0.209 -0.108 -0.118 -0.202 -0.005 -0.021 -0.027 0.003 -0.006 -0.001 -0.010 0.007 -0.006 -0.041 -o. 101 -0.298 
20 -0.011 1.000 -0.368 -0.325 -0.244 o. 192 0.027 0.017 0.072 0.012 0.034 -0.032-o.107 -0.091 -0.047-o.117 -o. 132 -0.225 
21 0.209 -0.368 1.000 -0.433 -0.326 -0.219 -0.008 -0.034 -0.069 -0.038 -0.086 0.032 0.267 o. 114 0.024 0.173 -0.059 0.008 
22 -0. 108 -0.325 -0.433 1.000 -0.288 0.023 -0.035 0.013 0.009 -0.038 -0.032 -0.085 -0.053 -o. 172 0.08.:i 0.067 0.028 0.057 
23 -o. 118 -0.244 -0.326 -0.288 I .000 0.035 0.022 0.008 -0.003 0.079 0.106 0.095 -0.150 0.160 -0.077-o.166 o. 182 0. 166 
24 -0. 202 0.192 -0.219 0.023 0.035 1.000 0.001 0.012 0.036 0.012 0.054 -0.013 -0.048 -0.029 -0.025 -0.072 0.020 0.027 
25 -0.005 0.027 -0.008 -0.035 0.022 0.001 I .000 0.529 0.187 -0.086 -0.048 0.026 0.005 0.022 -0.001 ·0.037 0.011 -0.010 
26 -0.021 0.017 -0.034 0.013 0.008 0.012 0.529 1.000 0. 177 -0.097 -0.050 0.021 0.005 0.005 0.014 -0.007 0.011 O.OOG 
21 -0.027 0.072 -0.069 0.009 -0.003 0.036 0. 187 0. 177 1.000 -o. 191 -0. 172 0.068 0.037 0.041 0.069 -0.00'7 0.0·10 0.066 

R M 
M M G v E v A T T E 
A c A E 0 L A 0 T 0 T 0 0 y y 13 B 
B u c N c G D c H T 0 i; p B B B B 
s T A E A s B B B R T M L 0

0 E c T I 0 0 0 E v A A ., 0 0 0 
D R 7 6 6 

B N L E A N z T l' T A 0 T N 2 2 8 8 
s T s M L L E H H H D c H s A B A B 

19 0.010 -0.013 -0.039 -0.072 o. 115 0.098 -0.215 -0.224 -0.264 -0.239 -0.293 -0.273 ·0.018 0.001 0.00'1 0.035 0.061 
20 0.025 0.053 0. 130 -0. 139 0.027 o. 115 0.043 0.082 0.053 0.045 0.088 0.066 0.028 0.032 0.029 Q.022 0.013 
21 -0.172 -0.251 -0.061 0.007 0.053 -0.084-o.115-o.141 -0.166 -0.132-0.179 -0.177 -0.033 -0.023 -0.022 -0.019 -0.012 
22 -0. 134 -0.086 -0.050 0.066 -0.022 -o. 126 0.065 0.023 0.097 0.068 0.050 0.094 -0.030 -0.032 -0.043 -0.043 -0.049 
23 0.341 0.348 -0.006 0.063 -0.068 0. 128 0.020 0.059 0.033 0.035 0.066 0.036 0.046 0.030 0.045 0.050 0.058 
24 0.047 0.082 0.057 -0.023 -0.023 0.079 0.065 0.073 0.092 0.069 0.090 0.095 0.027 0.012 0.014 0.012 0.024 
25 -0.009 0.024 0.265 -0.157 -0.088 0.064 0.225 0.238 0.234 0.250 0.252 0.252 0.260 0. 182 0. 196 o. 204 0. 197 
26 -0.006 0.004 0.231 -0.129 -0.084 0.014 0.210 o. 184 0.308 0.234 0. 199 0.329 0.241 0. 155 0. 1'13 0 185 o. 172 
27 -0.064 0.002 0.275 -0.150 -0.106 0.039 0.201 o. 195 0.250. 0.217 0.217 0.259 0.338 0. 190 0. 224 0. 25G 0.272 



MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS ANO CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN lHE REPORT: f'lJBLlC SOPHOMORES 

B 
0 B B B B B B B F M II 


N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 l 

A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 T T s 


0 M 1 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p 

B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 ·I x x A 

s - 1 2 9 s 3 R B c G c D G l p p N


28 68016 -0.053 -0.079 -0.078 0.081 -0.076-o.118 0.039 0.037 -0.039 ~0.011 -0.085 -0.071 -0.071 -0. 131 -o. 124 0.062 
29 BB059E 0.034 0.001 -0.004 0.040 -0.010 -0.048 0.025 0.006 -0.068 0.036 0.020 0.039 0.027 -0.050 -0.049 0.024 
30 MBB053E 0.056 0.084 0. 109 -0.012 0.034 -0.000 0.000 0.004 0.036 0.029 0.029 0.032 0.030 0.062 0.053 0.004 
31 MBB053F 0.027 0.006 0.014 -0.024 0.045 0.037 0.000 0.001 0.007 0.040 0.008 0.017 0.027 0.020 0.009 -0.033 
32 MBB053G 0.028 0.065 0.082 -0.013 -0.016 -0.003 0.016 0.013 0.034 0.025 0.016 0.026 0.018 0.057 0.049 0.023 
33 MVB019A 0.027 0.050 0.038 -0.006 0.077 0.033 -0.017 -0.023 0.010 0.022 0.018 0.030 0.022 0.010 0.011 -0.068 
34 MYB019B -0.071 -0.083 -0.121 0.011 0.021 0.039 0.006 0.006 -0.027 0.005 -0.041 -0.017 -0.012 -0.077 -0.076 -0.040 
35 MYB019E 0.106 0.115 0. 134 -0.042 0.047 0.043 -0.032 -0.056 0.044 0.056 0.083 0.076 0.067 0.074 0.058 -0.006 
36 MYB019F 0. 151 0.088 0. 126 -0.081 o. 110 0.133 -0.066 -0.091 0.036 0.106 0. 116 0. 118 0. 133 0.085 0.048 -0.055 

R R R R R M M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B B B B B v y y y 

B G G G G L B B H B B B B B B B B B 
L I I I I c 0 0 M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 A 0 0 0 0 A 1 1 w 0 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 1 
B c N N N N T 1 1 R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 9 
s K 1 2 3 4 H c D K 6 E E F G A B E F ~ 

-...J 
~ 

28 0.003 0.012 -0.038 -0.038 0.079 0.012 -0.086 -0.097 -o. 191 1.000 0.294 -0.036 -0.078 -0.031 -0.083 -0.065 -0.036 -0.069 
29 -0.006 0.034 -0.086 -0.032 o. 106 o.054 -0.048 -0.050 ~o. 112 0.294 1.000 -0.016 -0. 137 -0.009 -0. 108 -O. 195 -0.020 -O.O!:i-1 
30 -0.001 -0.032 0.032 -0.085 0.095 -0.013 0.026 0.021 0.068 ·0.036 -0.016 1.000 0.525 0.679 0.277 0.130 0.374 0.309 
31 -0.010 -0. 107 0.267 -0.053 -o. 150 -0.048 0.005 0.005 0.037 -0.078 -o. 137 0.525 1.000 0.508 0.321 0.386 0.256 0.312 
32 0.007 -0.091 0. 114 -o. 172 o. 160 -0.029 0.022 0.005 0.041 -0.031 -0.009 0.679 0.508 1.000 o. 224 0.065 0.376 0.284 
33 -0.006 -0.047 0.024 0.084 -0.077 -0.025 -0.001 0.014 0.069 -0.083 -0.108 0.277 0.321 0.224 1.000 0.593 0.427 0.321 
34 -0.041 -0. 117 0. 173 0.067 -0.166 -0.072 -0.037 -0.007 -0.007 -0.065 -0.195 0.130 0.386 0.065 0.593 1.000 0.257 0.254 
35-0.101 -0.132 -0.059 0.028 o. 182 0.020 0.011 0.011 0.070 -0.036 -0.020 0.374 0.256 0.376 0.427 0.257 1.000 0.546 
36 -0.298 -0.225 0.008 0.057 o. 166 0.027 -0.010 0.006 0.066 -0.069 -0.054 0.309 0.312 o. 284 0.321 0.254 0.546 1.000 

R M 
-.... M M G v E v A T T E 

A c A E 0 l A 0 T 0 T 0 D v y B B 
B u c N c G 0 c H T 0 T p B B 6 B 
s T A E A s B B B R T M l 0 0 0 0 

0 E· c 0 R T I 0 0 0 E v A A 7 7 6 6 
B N L E A N 2 T T T A 0 T N 2 2 8 8 
s T s M l l E H H H D c H s A B A B 

28 0.178 0.114 -0.145 0.078 0.051 0.032 -0.129 -0.120 -0.100 -0.135~o.133 -0.191 -0.189 -0.012 -o.os4-o.119 -0.153 
29 0. 150 0.273 -0.098 0.077 0.015 0.112 -0.058 -0.042 -0.080 -0.052 -0.043 -0.082-o.113 -0.031 -0.050 -0.080-o.114 
30 -0. 134 -0.044 0.058 -0.046 -0.004 -0.037 0.060 0.064 0.073 0.068 0.069 0.081 0.093 0.069 0.071 0.071 0.071 
31 -0.320 -0.426 0.048 -0.053 0.018 -0.063 0.031 0.017 0.023 0.026 0.016 0.025 0.033 0.015 0.012 0.012 0.009 
32 -0.106 -0.016 0.034 -0.033 0.005 0.070 0.025 0.047 0.029 0.030 0.043 0.034 0.082 0.053 0.059 0.066 0.064 
33 -0.272 -0.291 0.035 -0.002 -0.027 -0.362 0.082 0.054 0.080 0.081 0.059 0.079 0.039 0.017 0.017 0.009 0.018 
34 -0.245 -0.601 -0.034 0.018 0.022 -0.584 0.009 -0.035 -0.008 0.005 -0.037 -0.014 -0.078 -0.070 -0.076 -0.084 -0.078 
35 -0.073 -0.012 0.050 0.021 -0.070 -0.153 o. 111 0. 121 o. 133 0. 122 0.133 0. 143 0.099 0.065 0.069 0.062 0.069 
36 -0.157 -0.092 0.052 0.057 -0.108 -0.208 o. 166 0. 171 0.206 0. 193 0.204 0. 211 0.060 0.052 0.059 0.045 0.037 



TABLE A.5.1 (CONT'D) 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SOPHOMORES 5 

B 
0 B B B B B B B F M II 

N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 T T s 

0 M 1 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A 
s 1 2 9 s 3 R B c G c D G I p p N 

37 MABSENT -0.015 0.002 0.015 0.036 -0.079 -0.050 -0.011 -0.004 0.004 -0.018 0.011 -0.006 -0.013 -0.01'7 -0.025 0.061 
38 MCUTCLS 0.089 0. 117 0.140 -0.010 -0.019 -0.034 -0.026 -0.034 0.025 0.023 0.073 0.056 0.036 0.073 0.061 Q.051 
39 ACADEM 0. 168 0.205 0. 248 -0. 105 0. 134 0.070 -0.045 -0.046 0. 117 o. 127 o. 154 0.149 0. 143 0.303 0.303 -0.053 
40 GENERAL -0.050 -0.080 -0.089 0.006 -0.032 0.004 0.012 -0.005 -0.066 -0.012 -0.036 -0.015 -0.025 -0. 103 -o. 105 -0.001 
41 VOCATNL -0.118 -0.128 -0.169 0.097 -0.095 -0.059 0.034 0.054 -0.043 -0.093 -0.103 -0.114-0.101 -0. 187-o.181 0. (J55 
42 LGSIZE 0.088 0.094 0. 137 -0.044 -0.050 -0.056 -0.008 -0.002 0.046 -0.015 0.032 -0.003 0.012 o. 108 0. 107 0.069 
43 READBOTH 0. 187 0.216 o. 257 -o. 143 o. 171 0.116 -0.079-o.113 0. 118 0.202 0. 189 o. 230 0. 233 0. 241 0. 2,12 -0. 117 
44 VOCBOTH 0. 232 0.256 0.306 -0.168 0.179 0.116 -0.089-o.103 0.120 0. 191 0.207 0. 240 0.237 0.246 0.239 -0. 109 
45 MAHIBOTH 0.258 0.235 0.301 -0.148 0.222 0.160 -0.099-o.136 0.100 0.206 0.232 0.242 0.256 0.291 o. 285 -0. 133 

R R R R R M M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B B B B B y y y y 

B G G G G L B B H B B B B B B 8 B B 
L I I I I c 0 0 M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 A 0 0 0 0 A 1 1 w 0 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 1 
B c N N N N T 1 1 R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 9 
s K 1 2 3 4 H c D K 6 E E F G A B E F 

:r­
~ 
00 

37 0.010 0.025 -0.172-0.134 0. 341 0.047 -0.009 -0.006 -0.064 0. 178 0.150-0.134 -0.320 -0.106 -0.272 -0.245 -0.073-o.157 
38 -0.013 0.053 -0.251 -0.086 0.348 0.082 0.024 0.004 0.002 0. 114 0.273 -0.044 -0.426 -0.016 -0.291 -O.G01 -0.012 -0.092 
39 -0.039 o. 130 -0.061 -0.050 -0.006 0.057 0.265 0.231 0.275 -0. 145 -0.098 0.058 0.048 0.034 0. 035 -0. 03·1 0.050 0.052 
40 -0.072 -o. 139 0.007 0.066 0.063 r0.023 -0.157-O.129 -0.150 0.078 0.077 -0.046• -0.053 -0.033 -0.002 0.018 0.021 0.057 
41 o. 115 0.027 0.053 -0.022 -0.068 -0.023 -0.088 -0.084 -0.106 0.051 0.015 -0.004 0.018 0.005 -0.027 0.022 -0.070 -o. 108 
42 0.098 0. 115 -0.084-0.126 0. 128 0.079 0.064 0.014 0.039 0.032 0.112 -0.037 -0.063 0.070 -0.362 -0.584 -0. 153 -0.208 
43 -0.215 0.043 -0. 115 0.065 0.020 0.065 0.225 0.210 0.207 -0.129 -0.058 0.060 0.031 0.025 0.082 0.009 0. 111 0.166 
44 -0.224 0.082 -0. 141 0.023 0.059 0.073 0.238 o. 184 0. 195 -o. 120 -0.042 0.064 0.017 0.047 0.054 -0.035 0. 121 0. 171 
45 -0.264 0.053 -0. 166 0.097 0.033 0.092 0.234 0.308 0.250 -0.188 -0.080 0.073 0.023 0.029 0.080 -0.008 0. 133 0.206 

R M 
M M G v E v A T T E 
A c A E 0 L A 0 T 0 T 0 D y y B B 
B u c N c G D c.. ti T 0 T p B B B B 
s T A E A s B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

0 E c 0 R T I 0 0 0 E v A A 7 7 6 6 
B N L E A N z T T T A 0 T N 2 2 8 8 
s T s M L L E H H Ii D c Ii s A B A B 

37 1.000 0.538. -0.051 0.027 0.012 0.075 -0.053 -0.042 -0.067 -0.053 -0.045 -0.061 -0.021 -0.021 -0.019 -0.01~ -0.015 
38 0.538 1.000 0.002 0.030 -0.046 0.331 0.020 0.053 0.023 0.027 0.057 0.033 0.075 0.069 0.075 0.076 0.069 
39 -0.051 0.002 1.000 -0.598 -0.344 0.088 0. 299 0.313 0.355 0.332 0.340 0.372 0.408 0.249 b. 285 o. 317 0.333 
40 0.027 0.030 -0.598 1.000 -0.493 -0.100 -0.096 -0. 106 -0.112 -0.098 -0.095 -o. 123 -0. 191 -0.112 -0. 128 -0. 1.13 -0. 154 
41 0.012 -0.046 -0.344 -0.493 1.000 0.013-o.195 -0.197 -0.232 -0.224 -0.234 -0.240 -0.206-0.136-0.158-o.170 -o. 171 
42 0.075 0.331 0.088 -0.100 0.013 1.000 -0.012 0.041 0.010 -0.014 0.032 0.016 o. 119 0.097 0. 112 0. 126 0. 11 t 
43 -0.053 0.020 0.299 -0.096 -0. 195 -0.012 1.000 0.533 0.567 0.886 0.617 0.595 0.340 o. 219 o. 234 0.2.w 0.227 
44 -0.042 0.053 0.313 -0.106 -0.197 0.041 0.533 1.000 0.517 0.607 0.872 0.545 0.338 0.244 0.258 o. 254 0.239 
45 -0.067 0.023 0.355-0.112 -0.232 0.010 0.567 0. 517 1.000 0.640 0.606 0.943 0.396 0.275 0. 290 o. 2!.M 0.282 



TABLE A.5.1 (CONT'D) 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS Of VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SOPl-IOMORES G 

B 
0 B B B B B a B f M H 

N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I 
A a B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 T T s 

0 M 1 0 0 I t p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p 
a E 0 4 3 a 0 A 1 1 1 4 4 4 4 x x A 
s - 1 2 9 s 3 R B c G c 0 G I p p N

46 TOT READ 0. 226 0.243 0.294 -o. 163 0. 189 0. 132 -0.088 -0. 126 0. 127 0.222 0.217 0.258 0. 263 0.267 o. 267 -o. 137 
47 TOTVOC 0.274 0.277 0.334 -0.200 0.214 o. 146 -0. 105 -0. 136 0. 128 0.227 0.246 0.280 0. 283 0.277 0. 270 -o. 1·10 
48 TOTMATH 0.270 0.259 0.324 -0.152 0. 234 o. 163 -0. 109 -0.147 0.109 0.210 0. 241 0.250 0.268 0.307 0. 297 -o. 140 
49 EDPLANS 0.245 0.361 0.403 -o. 139 0. 166 0.061 -0.021 -0.026 0. 174 o. 152 o. 188 0.200 0. 176 0.468 o. 496 -0.047 
50 VB072A 0.200 0.259 0.308 -0.092 0. 142 0.040 -0.016 -0.011 0. 110 0.094 0.129 0. 138 0. 122 0.312 0.301 -0.045 
51 YB0728 0.207 0.272 0.319 -0.098 0. 142 0.043 -0.015 -0.019 0. 133 o. 103 o. 142 o. 148 0. 134 0.359 0.360 -0.048 
52 BB068A 0.200 0.277 0.313 -0. 104 0.125 0.036 -0.008 -0.017 0. 150 0.095 o. 134 0.139 0. 126 0.422 0. 435 -0.031 
53 660686 0. 169 0.262 0.297 -0.090 0.101 0.036 -0.003 -0.007 o. 159 0. 102 o. 135 0. 145 0. 118 0.476 0.5W -o 015 

R R R R R M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B B B B B v v v 

B G G G G L B B H B B B B B B B B 
L I I I I c 0 0 M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 A 0 0 0 0 A 1 t w 0 5 5 5 5 I I. 
B c N N N N T 1 t R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 
s K 1 2 3 4 H c D K 6 E E f G A B E 

46 -0.239 0.045 -o. 132 0.068 0.035 0.069 0.250 0. 234 0.217 -0.135 -0.052 0.068 0.026 0.030 0.081 0.005 0. 122 
47 -0. 293 0.088 -0. 179 0.050 0.066 0.090 0.252 0.199 0. 217 -0. 133 -0.043 0.069 0.016 0.043 0.059 -0.037 o. 133 
48 -0.273 0.066 -'O. 177 0.094 0.036 0.095 0.252 0.329~ 0.259 -0. 191 -0.082 0.081 0.025 0.034 0.079 -0.014 o. 143 
49 0.018 0.028 -0.033 -0.030 0.046 0.027 0.260 o. 241 0.338 -0. 189 -o. 113 0.093 0.033 0.082 0.039 -o.'01a 0.099 
50 0.001 0.032 -0.023 -0.032 0.030 0.012 o. 182 0.155 o. 190 -0.072 -0.031 0.069 0.015 0.053 0.017 -0.070 0.065 
51 0.004 0.029 -0.022 -0.043 0.045 0.014 0.196 0.173 0.224 -0.094 -0.050 0.071 0.012 0.059 0.017 -0.076 0.069 
52 0.035 0.022 -0.019 -0.043 0.050 0.012 0.204 0. 185 0.256 -0. 119 -0.080 0.071 0.012 0.066 0.009 -0.084 0.062 
53 0.061 0.013 -0.012 -0.049 0.058 0.024 o. 197 0.172 0.272 -o. 153 -o. 114 0.071 0.009 0.064 0.018 -0.078 0.069 

:r 
+'­

'°

R M 
M M M G v E v A T T E 
v A c A E 0 L A 0 T 0 T 0 0 v y B B 
B B u c N c G D c H T 0 T p B B B B 
0 s T A E A 5 B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

0 1 E c D R T I 0 0 0 E v A A 7 7 6 6 
B 9 N L E A N z T T T A 0 T N 2 2 8 8 
s f T 5 M L L E H H H D c H s A B A B 

46 o. 193 -0.053 0.027 0.332 -0.098 -0.224 -0.014 0.886 0.607 0.640 1.000 o. 706 0.672 0.374 o. 257 0.272 0.275 0. 255 
47 0.204 -0.045 0.057 0.340 -0.095 -0.234 0.032 0.617 0.872 0.606 0. 706 1.000 0.633 0.374 0.265 o. 281 0.277 0. 261 
48 0. 211 -0.061 0.033 0.372 -0.123 -0.240 0.016 0.595 0.545 0.943 0.672 0.633 1.000 0.419 0.286 0.305 0.311 0.299 
49 0.060 -0.021 0.075 0.408 -o. 191 -0.206 0.119 0.340 0.338 0.396 0.374 0.374 0.419 1.000 0.358 0.422 0. 511 0.599 
50 0.052 -0.021 o.b69 0.249 -o. 112 -o. 136 0.097 0.219 0.244 0.275 0.257 0.265 0.286 0.358 1.000 0.836 0.591 0.362 
51 0.059 -0.019 0.075 0.285 -0. 128 -o. 158 0. 112 0.234 0.258 0.290 0.272 0.281 0.305 0.422 0.836 1.000 0.712 0. ·145 
52 0.045 -0.016 0.076 0.317 -o. 143 -o. 170 0. 126 0.240 0.254 0.294 0.275 0.277 0. 311 0.511 0.591 0:712 1.000 0.652 
53. 0.037 -0.015 0.069 0.333 -0. 154 -o. 171 0. 111 0.227 0.239 0.282 0.255 0.261 0.299 0.599 0. 362 0.445 0.652 1.000 



TABLE A.5.2 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICltNTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SOPIEMORES 

OBS _NAME BB101 B8042 8B039 SIBS 86103 BOTHPAR BB037B BB037C B8047G BB104C B8104D B8104G BB1041 FATEXP 

1 MEAN 4.887 5.207 5.913 2.811 7.585 0.851 1.889 1.599 2.301 0.864 0.801 0.856 0.814 0. 72.6 
2 STDEV 1.662 2.502 2.758 1.852 1.819 0.356 0.842 0.829 1. 138 0.343 0.399 0.351 0.389 0.446 
3 88101 1.000 0.273 0.338 -0.042 0-.314 0.206 -0.108 -0.078 0.067 0.082 0. 126 0. IOI 0. 124 0. 265 
4 BB042 0.273 1.000 0.538 -0.017 0.234 -0.034 0.051 0.072 0.038 0.071 0. 151 o. 147 0.074 0. 199 
5 88039 0.338 0.538 1.000 -0.016 0.279 0.022 -o. 117 -0.076 0.021 0.070 0. 137 0. 141 0.081 0.266 
6 SIBS -0.042 -0.017 -0.016 1.000 0. 167 0.017 -0. 103 -0.086 -O. 135 -0.000 0.015 0.016 -0.069 -0.090 
7 B8103 0.314 0.234 0.279 0. 167 1.000 O. 159 -O. 156 -0.089 0.042 0. 128 O. 151 0. 167 0.086 0. 160 
8 80THPAR 0.206 -0.034 0.022 0.017 0. 159 1.000 -O. 152 -0.114 0.017 0.047 0.066 0.052 0.053 0.225 
9 880376 -0. 108 0.051 -o. 117 -0. 103 -0. 156 -o. 152 1.000 0.545 0.012 -0.049 -0.057 -0.034 -0.033 -0.064 

10 BB037C -0.078 0.072 -0.076 -0.086 -0.089 -O. 114 0.545 1.000 -0.003 -0.065 -0.050 -0.04 I -0.024 -0.071 
It B8047G 0.067 0.038 0.021 -0.135 0.042 0.017 0.012 -0.003 1.000 0. 109 0.055 0.085 0.055 0. 123 

OBS MOTEXP IHSPAN BLACK REGION! REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATH B8011C B8011D HMWRK 68016 88059E M8B053E 

1 0. 778 0.064 0.045 0.329 0.254 0.266 0. 151 0.619 0.217 0.270 5.721 1.913 o. 168 2.984 
2 Q.415 Q.245 0.207 0. 470 0.435 0.442 0.358 0.486 0.412 0.444 ..L773 1.090 0.374 0. 337 
3 0.181 -0.078 -0.081 -0.010 0.037 -0.069 0.054 -0.036 0.077 0.073 o. 138 0.001 0.067 0. 169 
4 0.203 -0.054 0.023 -0.050 0.064 -0. 112 0. 129 -o. 168 0.0114 0.058 0.215 -0.060 0.069 0.284 
5 0.200 -0.097 -0.072 -0.024 0.066 -0. 113 0.094 -o. 122 0.074 0.066 0. 190 -0.065 0.065 0.231 
6 -o. 116 0.029 -0.028 -0.019 -0.073 o. 134 -0.053 o. 231 -0.010 ~o.034 -o. 106 -0.001 0.007 -0. 118 
7 o. 115 -0.125 -0.083 -0.026 -0.000 0.056 -0.035 0.006 0.047 0.041 o. 114 -0.039 0.057 0. 146 
8 0.085 -0.034 -o. 119 0.015 0.016 0.002 -0.042 0.049 0.048 0.037 0.005 -0.058 -0.021 0.024 
9 -0.011 0.048 0. 192 -0.051 0.007 0.019 0.036 -0.055 -0.006 -0.033 -0.000 0.016 0.001 0.010 

10 -0.029 0.043 0.215 -0.089 0.069 -0.035 0.078 -o. 115 -0.027 -0.052 -0.021 0.0,15 0.038 0.002 
11 0. 114 -0.031 -0.002 0.002 0.016 0.008 -O.G32 -0.032 0. 111 0.081 0. 175 -0.018 -o. 127 0.078 

7'" 
l..n 
0 

OBS MBB053F MBB053G MYB019A MY8019B MYBOl9E MYB019F MAB SENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCl·lCATll 

1 2.873 2.415 2.298 2. 146 2.444 2.935 2.005 0.228 0.597 0.336 0.057 6. 185 0.650 
2 Q 2~Q Q.~17 0.296 0.415 0.296 0.077 0.308 0. 137 0.491 0.472 0.231 Q.9§~ 0.477 
3 0.020 0.096 0. 145 -0.013 o. 156 0. 140 -0.074 o. 156 0. 163 -0. 132 -0.076 -0.022 -0.037 
4 0.008 0.214 0. 151 -0.033 0.264 0.205 -0.036 0.216 0.213 -0. 168 -0.099 -0. 107 -o. 169 
5 0.009 0. 159 0. 137 -0.069 0.245 0. 173 -0.013 0.235 0.233 -0. 187 -o. 105 -0.063 -o. 146 
6 0.078 -0.074 -0. 130 -0.048 -0. 142 -0. 115 -0.005 -0.074 -0.088 0.075 0.029 o. 150 o. 163 
7 0.057 0. 134 0.054 -0.043 0.089 0. 118 -0.052 0.087 0.114 -0.084 -0.083 0.023 -0.018 
8 0.046 0.033 0.006 0.019 -0.041 0.028 -0.060 -0.034 0.005 0.008 -0.012 0.046 0.017 
9 0.01 I 0.015 0.036 0.089 -0.020 -0.026 -0.022 -0.051 -0.016 0.017 -0.007 -0.017 0.013 

10 -0.026 0.011 0.033 0.088 -0.016 -0.021 -0.006 -0.014 -0.034 0.010 0.046 -0.081 -0.023 
11 0.023 0.'049 0.056 -0.001 0.070 0.08.3 -0.052 -0.012 0.128 -0.Q95 -0.070 -0.002 -0.007 

OBS SCHOPRIV SCHELITE READBOTH VOCBOTM MATHBOTH TDTREAD TOTVOC TOTMATH EDPLANS VB072A VB072B BBOG8A BBOG88 

1 0.348 0.003 4.336 4.655 11. 132 10.513 12.975 2 I .832 2.809 0.555 0.606 0. 711 0. 759 
2 0.476 0.051 1.961 1. 892 3.767 3.716 4. 108 6.957 0.977 0. 497 0.489 0. 453 0. 427 
3 0.033 0.045 0.092 0. 184 0. 164 o. 122 o. 183 0.150 0.231 0.200 0.203 o. 206 0. 169 
4 0. 164 0.051 0.202 0.226 0. 179 0.202 0. 241 o. 187 0.303 0. 256 0.254 0.226 0. 199 
5 0. 14 1 0.052 o. 189 0.282 0. 234 0.24 I 0.280 0.253 0.342 0. 278 0.297 0.256 0.219 
6 -o. 162 -0.017 -0.088 -o. 109 -0.067 -0.085 -0. 131 -0.057 -o. 135 -0.076 -0.096 -0. 100 -0. I 11 
7 0.014 0.035 0. 111 0. 119 0. 157 o. 142 0. 108 0. 169 0. 139 0. 153 0. 170 o. 151 0. 108 
8 -o. 017 -0.000 0.071 0.034 0.041 0.079 0.031 0.053 0.046 -0.023 0.009 0.033 0.039 
9 -0.012 -0.012 -0.054 -0.067 -0.092 -0.070 -0.074 -0.093 0.001 -0.042 -0.037 -0.010 0.003 

10 0.023 0.003 -0.093 -0. 104 -0.153 -0.101 -0. 110 -0. 151 -0.016 -0.010 0.009 -0.000 0.009 
1 1 0.005 0.015 0.091 0.057 0.052 o. 102 0.088 0.037 0.143 0.077 0. 105 o. 111 0. 132 



TABLE A.5.2 (CONT'D) 

MEANS. STANDARD DEVIATIONS ANO CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SOPHOMORES 2 

OBS _NAME BB101 BB042 BB039 SIBS BB103 BOT HPAR BB037B BB037C BB047G BB101C BB1040 BB104G BB104I FATEXP 

12 BB104C 0.082 0.071 0.070 -o.ooo 0. 128 0.047 -0.049 -0.065 0. 109 1.000 0. 433 0.541 0.417 0. 103 
13 BBI040 0. 126 0. 151 0. 137 0.015 0.151 0.066 -0.057 -0.050 0.055 0.433 1.000 0. 473 0.348 0. 127 
14 BB104G 0.101 o. 147 0. 141 0.016 o. 167 0.052 -0.034 -0.041 0.085 0.541 o. 473 1.000 0. 465 o. 143 
15 BBI04I 0. 124 0.074 0.081 -0.069 0.086 0.053 -0.033 -0.024 0.055 0.417 0.348 0.465 1.000 0. 110 
16 FATEXP 0.265 o. 199 0. 266 -0.090 0. 160 0. 225 -0.064 -0.077 0. 123 0. 103 0. 127 o. 143 0.110 1.000 
17 MOTEXP o. 181 0.203 0.200 -o. 116 0. 115 0.085 -0.011 -0.029 0. 114 0.084 o. 118 0. 119 o. 109 0.684 
18 HI SPAN -0.078­ -0.054 -0.097 0.029 -o. 125 -0.034 0.048 0.043 -0.031 -0.058 -0.093 -0.077 -0.063 -0.003 
19 BLACK -0.081 0.023 -0.072 -0.028 -0.083 -o. 119 0.192 0.215 -0.002 -0.060 -0.055 -0.062 -0.078 -0.028 
20 REGION! -0.010 -0.050 -0.024 -0.019 -0.026 0.015 -0.051 -0.089 0.002 0.095 0.072 0.080 0.094 -0.000 
21 REGION2 0.037 0.064 0.066 -0.073 -0.000 0."016 0.007 0.069 0.016 -0.069 -o. 105 -0.092 -0.059 0.037 
22 REGION3 -0.069 -o. 112 -o. 113 o. 134 0.056 0.002 0.019 -0.035 '0.008 -0.040 0.009 -0.033 -0.042 -0.050 

OBS MOTEXP HISPAN BLACK REGION1 REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATH PB011C 880110 HMWRK 88016 BB059E MBB053E 

12 0.084 -0.058 ~0.060 0.095 -0.069 -0.040 0.009 0. 138 0.071 0.029 0.047 -0.059 0.017 0.013 
13 0. 118 -0.093 -0.055 0.072 -0. 105 0.009 0.022 0. 112 0.074 0.065 0. 123 -0.060 0.024 0.078 
14 0. 119 -0.077 -0.062 0.080 -0.092 -0.033 0.047 0. 116 0.083 0.057 0.099 -0.031 0.019 0.091 
15 0. 109 -0.063 -0.078 0.094 -0.059 -0.042 0.000 0.097 0.069 0.080 0.065 -0.059 0.009 0.041 
16 0.684 -0.003 -0.028 -0.000 0.037 -0.050 0.017 0.016 0. 108 0. 112 0. 159 -0.098 -0.007 0. 153 
17 1.000 -0.007 0.027 -0.021 0.054 -0.048 0.022 0.029 0. t 15 0. 132 0.162 -0. 117 -0.046 o. 142 
18 -0.007 1.000 -0.057 -0.095 0.023 -0.021 o. 123 0. 114 -0.040 -0.051 -0.042 0.033 0.042 -0.018 
19 0.027 -0.057 1.000 0.004 -0.011 0.010 -0.005 -0.092 0.014 0.001 0.005 -0.019 -0.054 -0.014 
20 -0.021 -0.095 0.004 1.000 -0. 408 -0.422 -0.296 0. 112 0.028 0.050 o. 166 0.013 0.026 0.021 
21 0.054 0.023 -0. 011 -0.408 1.000 -0.351 -0.246 -0.231 -0.044 -0.036 -0.090 -0.004 -0.025 -0.054 
22 -0.048 -0.021 0.010 -0.422 -0.351 1.000 -0.254 0.214 0.031 -0.005 -o. 104 -0.043 -0.084 -o. 134 :r-

Vl ..... 
OBS MBB053F MBB053G MYB019A MYB019B MYBOl9E MYB019f MAB SENT MCUTCLS AC AD EM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCHCATH 

12 0.042 0.015 0.017 -0.016 0.063 0.090 -0.014 0.018 0.085 -0.033 -0.091 0.024 -0.006 
13 0.055 0.073 0.075 0.005 o. 101 0.097 -0.046 0.038 0. 108 -0.067 -0.078 0.012 0.013 
14 0.077 0.082 0.065 0.001 0.089 0. 114 -0.021 0.046 o. 138 -0.085 -0.084 0.010 -0.015 
15 0.022 0.048 0.085 0.026 0.072 0. 106 -0.050 0.010 0.095 -0.041 -0.090 -0.004 -0.022 
16 0.082 o. 112 o. 185 0.061 0. 112 0. 121 -o. 137 0.053 0.247 -o. 171 -o. 167 -0.008 0.018 
17 0.0B2 0. 130 0.227 0.086 0. 125 0. 145 -0. 184 0.014 0.272 -0. 167 -0.218 -0.009 0.064 
18 0.059 -0.028 0.012 0.030 -0.038 -o. 114 0.011 0.022 -0.009 0.009 0.002 0.002 0.057 
19 -0.047 -0.008 0.032 0.081 -0.092 -0.035 -0.000 -0.066 0.005 -0.012 0.011 0.003 0.084 
20 0. 141 -0.033 -o. 122 -0.214 -o. 175 -0.000 0.071 -0.036 0.047 -0.059 0.051 0.280 0.046 
21 -0.244 -0.048 o. 131 0.056 0.082 0.034 -0. 128 0.045 0.041 -0.020 -0.059 -0.281 -o. 200 
22 0. 128 -0.070 -0.058 0. 143 -o. 196 -0.021 -o. 132 -0.261 -o. 108 0.097 0.017 0.231 0. 293 

OBS SCHOPRIV SCHELi TE READBOTH VOCBOTH MATHBOTH TOTREAD TOTVOC TOTMATH EDPLANS YB072A YB072B BBOG8A BBOG8B 

12 0.005 0.012 0. 103 0. 134 0.092 0. 120 0. 166 0.095 0.101 0.047 0.066 0.088 0.086 
13 -0.015 0.014 0. 144 0. 197 0.156 0. 151 0.209 o. 155 o. 148 o. 119 0. 121 0. 140 0. 125 
14 0.014 0.017 0. 170 0.217 0. 179 0.215 0.255 0.179 0.159 o. 132 o. 146 0. 112 0. 135 
15 0.021 0.016 0.163 0.172 o. 146. 0. 165 0.210 o. 157 o. 148· 0.096 0. 130 o. 129 0. 129 
16 -0.020 0.023 0. 183 0. 195 o. 224 0. 199 0.215 0.227 0. 411 0 254 0.207 0.358 0. :393 
17 -0.067 0.024 0.201 0. 197 0.242 0.216 0.240 0.228 0.426 o. 241 0.291 o. 368 0.422 
18 -0.056 -0.011 -0.074 -0.084 -o. 102 -0.095 -o. 114 -o. 114 -0.027 -0.029 -0.030 -0.042 -0.022 
19 -0.084 0.002 -0.036 -0.101 -0.100 -0.049 -0.098 -o. 111 0.070 0.020 0.023 0.033 0.060 
20 -0.044 -0.017 0.066 0.082 0.062 0.087 0.081 0.074 0.058 0.043 •0.048 0.037 0.00•1 
21 0. 197 0.024 -0.022 -0.064 -0.013 -0.033 -0.057 -0.036 0.010 0.030 0.026 0.029 0.025 
22 -0.295 0.013 -0.044 -0.075 -0.068 -0.058 -0.082 -0.059 -0. 110 -0.094 -0.096 -0.073 . -0.067 



~::;:::::::· ... ~.-----·· 

TABLE A.5.2 (CONT'D) 


MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SOPllOMORES 3 

OBS _NAME B8101 BB042 BB039 SIBS BBto3 BOT HP AR BB037B BB037C BB047G BB to4C BB104D BB104G BB to4 I FATEXP 

23 REGION4 0.054 0. 129 0.094 -0.053 -0.035 -0.042 0.036 0.078 -0.032 0.009 0.022 0.047 0.000 0.017 
24 RELCATH -0.036 -o. 168 -o. 122 0.231 0.006 0.049 -0.055 -o. 115 -0.032 0. 138 0. 112 0. 116 0.097 0.016 
25 B801 IC 0.077 0.044 0.074 -0.0to 0.047 0.048 -0.006 -0.027 o. 111 0.071 0.074 0.083 0.069 o. toe 
26 B80110 0.073 0.050 0.066 -0.034 0.041 0.037 -0.033 -0.052 0.081 0.029 0.065 0.057 0.080 0. 112 
27 HMWRK 0. 138 0.215 o. 190 -0.106 o. 114 0.005 -0.000 -0.021 o. 175 0.047 0. 123 0.099 0.065 o. 159 
28 88016 0.001 -0.060 -0.065 -0.001 -0.039 -0.058 0.016 0.045 -0.018 -0.059 -0.060 -0.031 -0.059 -0.098 
29 BB059E 0.067 0.069 0.065 0.007 0.057 -0.021 0.001 0.038 ··O. 127 0.017 0.024 0.019 0.009 -0.007 
30 MBB053E 0. 169 0.284 0.231 -o. 118 o. 146 0.024 0.010 0.002 0.078 0.013 0.078 0.091 0.041 0. 153 
31 MBB053F 0.020 0.008 0.009 0.078 0.057 0.046 0.011 -0.026 0.023 0.042 0.055 0.077 0.022 0.082 
32 MBB053G 0.096 0.214 o. 159 -0.074 o. 134 0.033 0.015 0.01 t 0.049 0.015 0.073 0.082 0.048 0. 112 
33 MYB019A 0. 145 o. 151 o. 137 -0. 130 0.054 0.006 0.036 0.033 0.056 0.017 0.075 0.065 0.085 0. 185 

OBS MOTEXP HISPAN BLACK REGIONI REGION2 REG10N3 REG10N4 RELCATH BB011C BB011D HMWRK BB016 BB059E MBB053E 

23 0.022 0. 123 -0.005 -0.296 -0.246 -0.254 1.000 -o. 130 -0.022 -0.016 0.020 0.041 0.099 0.203 
24 0.029 0. 114 -0.092 0. 112 -0.231 0.214 -o. 130 I .000 0.068 0.051 -0.029 -0. 125 -o. 105 -o. 200 
25 0. 115 -0.040 0.014 0.028 -0.044 0.031 -0.022 0.068 1.000 0.492 0. 150 -0.043 -0.007 -0.029 
26 0. 132 -0.051 0.001 0.050 -0.036 -0.005 -0.016 0.051 0.492 1.000 o. 147 -0.090 -0.062 0.044 
27 0. 162 -0.042 0.005 0. 166 -0.090 -o. to4 0.020 -0.029 0. 150 0. 147 1.000 -0. 137 -o. to3 0.286 
28 -o. I 17 0.033 -0.019 0.013 -0.004 -0.043 0.041 -o. 125 -0.043 -0.090 -o. 137 1.000 o. 187 -0.078 
29 -0.046 0.042 -0.054 0.026 -0.025 -0.084 0.099 -o. 105 -0.007 -0.062 -o. 103 0. 187 1.000 0.049 
30 o. 142 -0.018 -0.014 0.021 -0.054 -o. 134 0.203 -o. 200 -0.029 0.044 0.286 -0.078 0.049 1.000 
31 0.082 0.059 -0.047 0. 141 -0.244 o. 128 -0.047 0.356 -0.007 0.029 0.092 -o. 153 -o. 115 0. 278 
32 o. 130 -0.028 -0.008 -0.033 -0.048 -0.070 0.187 -0.036 -0.031 0.022 o. 180 -0. 1 to -0.021 0. 752 
33 o. 227 0.012 0.032 -0. 122 0. 131 -0.058 0.073 -0.031 -0.030 0.065 0. 166 -0.158 -0. 106 0.470 

t 
U1 
N 

OBS MBB053F MBB053G MYB019A MYBOf9B MYB019E MYB019F MAB SENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCHCATH 

23 -0.047 0. 187 0.073 0.038 0.373 -0.016 'J 225 0.317 0.022 -0.018 -0.016 -0.308 -o. 179 
24 0.356 -0.036 -0.031 0.091 -0.322 -o. 162 -0.255 -0.343 0.017 -0.028 0.042 0.468 0.692 
25 -0.007 -0.031 -0.030 -0.050 -0.011 -0.036 0.043 0.042 0. 165 -0. 150 -0.034 0.073 0.067 
26 0.029 0.022 0.065 0.026 -0.0to -0.011 -0.052. -0.027 0.153 -0. 128 -0.054 0.056 0.079 
27 0.092 o. 180 0. 166 -0.029 0. 211 o. 183 -0.074 0.088 0.299 -0.262 -0.091 0.044 -0.057 
28 -o. 153 -o. 110 -0. 158 -o. 103 -0.026 -0.074 0.200 0. 107 -0. 138 o. 119 0.019 -0.073 -o. 149 
29 -o. 115 -0.021 -0. 106 -0.209 0.079 -0.045 0.212 0.279 -0.026 0.023 0.012 -0.071 -0.210 
30 0.278 0.752 0.470 0.239 0.421 0.222 -0.219 o. 176 0.293 -o. 250 -o. 112 -0.235 -0.198 
31 1.000 0.396 0. 162 0.263 -0. 102 0.006 -0.457 -0.344 o. 149 -0. 124 -0.050 0.468 0.448 
32 0.396 1.000 0.454 0.375 0.311 0.206 -0.324 -0.063 0.199 -o. 149 -0. 109 -0. 157 0.064 
33 0. 162 0. 454 1.000 0.629 0.408 0.288 -0.526 -o. 149 0.238 -o. 162 -o. 166 -0.374 0. 123 

OBS SCHOPRIV SCHELITE READBOTH VOCBOHI MATHBOTH TOTREAD TOTVOC TOTMATH EDPLANS YB072A YB072B BBOG8A BBOG8B 

23 0. 182 -0.022 -0.005 0.066 0.021 -0.002 0.068 0.021 0.048 0.022 0.025 0.006 0.0'17 
24 -0.689 -0.044 0.025 0.015 0.014 0.034 0.021 0.005 -0.011 -0.065 -0.040 -0.023 0.001 
25 -0.067 0.006 0.248 0.236 0.252 0.276 0.276 0.254 0.209 0.099 0. 141 0. 125 0. 121 
26 -0.081 0.020 0.298 0.243 0.387 0.341 0.265 0.404 0.226 0.088 0. 113 0. 127 0. 124 
27 0.052 0.047 0. 191 0.202 0.247 o. 195 0.216 0.268 0.336 0. 166 0.213 0.239 0. 259 
28 0. 150 -0.011 -0.158 -o. 125 -o. 151 -0.159 -o. 155 -0. 164 -0. 158 -0.049 -0.045 -0.088 -0. 124 
29 0.210 0.002 -0.064 -0.014 -0.041 -0.052 -0.048 -0.034 -0.097 O.Oto 0.005 -0.062 -0. 104 
30 0. 190 0.079 0. 177 0.231 0. 196 0. 187 0.229 0.223 0.203 0. 164 0. 192 0. 150 0. 139 
31 -0.452 0.026 0.080 0.081 0.066 0.088 0.078 0.076 0.074 0.018 0.040 0.029 0.039 
32 -0.070 0.054 0. 120 0.130 o. 130 0. 126 0. 147 o. 145 0. 145 0. 124 0. 153 0. 130 o. 118 
33 -0. 130 0.064 0. 146 0. 189 0. 184 0. 150 0.221 0. 169 0.237 0. 133 0. 149 0. 173 0. 194 



TABLE A.5.2 (CONT'D) 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS Of VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVAIE SOPHOMORES 4 

OBS _NAME 68101 BB042 BB039 SIBS 66103 BOTHPAR BB037B BB037C B6047G BB104C 881040 88104G 861041 FATEXP 

34 MVB019B -0.013 -0.033 -0.069 -0.048 -0.043 0.019 0.089 0.088 -0.001 -0.016 0.005 0.001 0.026 0.061 
35 MYB019E o. 156 0.264 0.245 -0. 142 0.089 -0.041 -0.020 -0.016 0.070 0.063 0.101 0.089 0.072 0. 112 
36 MVB019f 0.140 0.205 0. 173 -o. 115 0.118 0.028 -0.026 -0.021 0.083 0.090 0.09., 0. 114 0. 106 0. 121 
37 MAB SENT -0.074 -0.036 -0.013 -0.005 -0.052 -0.060 -0.022 -0.006 -0.052 -0.014 -0.046 -0.021 -0.050 -0. 137 
38 MCUTCLS 0. 156 0.216 0.235 -0.074 0.087 -0.034 -0.051 -0.014 -0.012 0.018 0.038 0.046 0.010 0.053 
39 ACAOEM 0. 163 0.213 0. 233 -0.088 0. 114 0.005 -0.016 -0.034 0. 128 0.085 0.108 0. 138 0.095 0.247 
40 GENERAL -o. 132 -o. 168 -0.187 0.075 -0.084 0.008 0.017 0.010 -0.095 -0.033 -0.067 -0.085 -0.041 .:.o. 171 
41 VOCATNL -0.076 -0.099 -o. 105 0.029 -0.083 -0.012 -0.007 0.046 -0.070 -0.091 -0.078 -0.084 -0.090 -o. 167 
42 LGSIZE -0.022 -o. 107 -0.063 0. 150 0.023 0.046 -0.017 -0.081 -0.002 0.024 0.012 0.010 -o. 00·1 -0.008 
43 SCHCATH -0.037 -o. 169 -o. 146 o. 163 -0.018 0.017 0.013 -0.023 -0.007 -0.006 0.013 -0.015 -0.022 0.018 
44 SCHOPRIV 0.033 0. 164 0. 141 -o. 162 0.014 -0.017 -0.012 0.023 0.005 0.005 -0.015 0.014 0.021 -0.020 

OBS MOTEXP HISPAN BLACK REGION! REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATH BB011C BB0110 HMWRK BB016 BB059E MBB053E 

34 0.086 0.030 0.081 -0.214 0.056 0. 143 0.038 0.091 -0.050 0.026 -0.029 -o. 103 -0.209 0.239 
35 0. 125 -0.038 -0.092 -o. 175 0.082 -o. 196 0.373 -0.322 -0.011 -0.010 0.211 -0.026 0.079 0.421 
36 0. 145 -o. 114 -0.035 -o.ooo 0.034 -0.021 -0.016 -o. 162 -0.036 -0.011 0. 183 -0.074 -0.045 0.222 
37 -o. 184 0.011 -0.000 0.071 -o. 128 -0.132 0.225 -0.255 0.043 -0.052 -0.074 0.200 . 0. 212 -0.219 
38 0.014 0.022 -0.066 -0.036 0.045 -0.261 0.317 -0.343 0.042 -0.027 0.088 0. 107 o. 279 0. 176 
39 0.272 -0.009 0.005 0.047 0.041 -0.108 0.022 0.017 0. 165 o. 153 0.299 -o. 138 -0.026 0.293 
40 -o. 167 0.009 -0.012 -0.059 -0.020 0.097 -0.018 -0.028 -0.150 -0. 128 -0.262 0. 119 0.023 -0.250 
41 -0.218 0.002 0.011 0.051 -0.059 0.011 -0.016 0.042 -0.034 -0.054 -0.091 0.019 0.012 -0. 112 
42 -0.009 0.002 0.003 0. 280 -0. 281 0.231 -0.308 0.468 0.073 0.056 0.044 -0 .0"13 -0.071 -0.235 
43 0.064 0.057 0.084 0.046 -0.200 0.293 -0. 179 0.692 0.067 0.079 -0.057 -0. 149 -0.210 -o. 198 
44 -0.067 -0.056 -0.084 -0.044 0.197 -0.295 0. 182 -0.689 -0.067 -0.081 0.052 0. 150 0.210 0.190 

:r
U1 
w 

OBS MB8053f MBB053G MVB019A MYB0198 MYBOl9E MV801'9f MAB SENT MCUTCLS AC AD EM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCHCAHI 

34 0. 263 0.375 0.629 1.000 0. 144 0.084 -0.453 -0.580 0.057 -0.011 -o. 103 -o. 291 0.281 
35 -o. 102 0.311 0.408 0. 144 1.000 0.430 -0.021 0.267 0.223 -o. 171 -0. 114 -0.582 -o. 306 
36 0.006 0.206 0.288 0.084 0.430 1.000 -0.200 0.006 0. 184 -o. 134 -0. 104 -o. 189 -0.075 
37 -0.457 -0.324 -0.526 -0.453 -0.021 -o. 200 1.000. 0.495 -o. 144 0. 103 0.079 -0. 205 -0.445 
38 -0.344 -0.063 -o. 149 -0.580 0.267 0.006 0.495 1.000 0. 129 -o. 123 -0.020 -0.190 -0.515 
39 o. -149 0. 199 0.238 0.057 0.223 o. 184 -o. 144 0.129 1.000 -0.866 -0.298 -0.004 0.041 
40 -o. 124 -o. 149 -0. 162 -0.011 -o. 171 -o. 134 0.103 -o. 123 -0.866 1.000 -o. 175 -0.032 -0.045 
41 -0.050 -o. 109 -0. 166 -0. 103 -0. 114 -0. 104 0.079 -0.020 -0.298 -o. 175 1.000 0.088 0.007 
42 0.468 -o. 157 -0.374 -0.291 -0.582 -o. 189 -0.205 -o. 190 -0.004 -0.032 0.088 1.000 0.462 
43 0.448 0.064 0. 123 0.281 -0.306 -0.075 -0.445 -0.515 0.041 -0.045 0.007 0. 462 1.000 
44 -0.452 -0.070 -0.130 -0.284 0.303 0.076 0.449 0.515 -0.045 0.049 -0.006 -0.460 -0.994 

OBS SCHOPRIV SCHELITE REAOBOTll vocBont MATHBOHI TOTREAD TDTVOC TOTMATH EDPLANS VB072A VB072B B8068A 860688 

34 -0.284 0.026 0.022 -0.019 -0.009 0.005 0.002 -o. 017 0.077 -0.005 -0.000 0.022 0.068 
35 0.303 0.042 0. 119 0.227 0. 141 0. 117 0.218 0. 135 0.171 0. 155 0. 162 0. 144 0. 154 
36 0.076 -0.005 o. 151 o. 179 0. 144 0. 154 0. 176 0. 158 0. 144 0. 141 0. 159 0.170 0. 158 
37 0. 449 -0.024 -o. 125 -0.098 -o. 153 -o. 123 -o. 115 -o. 140 -o. 152 -0.041 -0.079 -o. 106 -0. 135 
38 0.515 0.014 0.026 0. 116 0.069 0.059 0. 116 0.079 0.051 0.097 0.081 0.050 0.031 
39 -0.045 0.038 0.246 0.292 0. 289 0.269 0.328 0.300 0.364 0.243 0.272 0.299 0.295 
40 0.049 -0.033 -o. 182 -0.228 -o. 206 -0.203 -0.235 ·-0. 226 -0.279 -o. 184 -0.198" -0.213 -0. 216 
41 -0.006 -0.013 -o. 128 -o. 133 -0. 155 -0. 122 -o. 180 -o. 137 -0. 193 -o. 122 -o. 153 -o. 178 -o. 171 
42 -0.460 -0.023 -0.003 -0.035 -0.007 0.017 -0.031 0.006 -0.012 -0.020 -0.004 -0. 011 -0.034 
43 -0.994 -0.070 -0.000 -0.052 -0.033 -0.008 -0.032 -0.061 0.030 -0.050 -0.011 0.030 0.054 
44 1.000 -0.037 -0.004 0.046 0.027 0.002 0.026 0.055 -0.035 0.0-16 0.007 -0.033 -0.057 



TABLE A.5.2 (CONT'D) 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SOPHOMORES 5 

:r-
U'I 
~ 

B 
0 B B B B B B B f M H 

N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I B 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 T T s L 

0 M 1 0 0 J 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p A 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A c 
s 1 2 9 s 3 R B C G c D G I p p N K 

45 SCHELITE 0.045 0.051 0.052 -0.017 0.035 -0.000 -0.012 0.003 0.015 0.012 0.014 0.017 0.016 0.023 0.024 -0.011 0.002 
46 READBOTH 0.092 0.202 0.189 -0.088 0.111 0.071 -0.054 -0.093 0.091 0. 103 0. 144 o. 170 o. 163 0. 183 0.201 :-0.074 -0.036 
47 VOCBOHI 0.184 0.226 0.282 -0. 109 0. 119 0.034 -0.067 -0. 104 0.057 0. 134 0. 197 0.217 0.172 0.195 0. 197 -0.084 -0. 101 
48 MATHBOHt 0. 164 o. 179 0.234 -0.067 0. 157 0.041 -0.092 -o. 153 0.052 0.092 0.156 o. 179 o. 146 0.224 0.242 -o. 102 -0. 100 
49 TOTREAD o. 122 0. 202 0.241 -0.085 0. 142 0.079 -0.070 -0. 101 o. 102 0. 120 0. 151 0.215 o. 165 0. 199 0. 216 -0.095 -0.049 
50 TOTVOC 0.183 0.241 0.280 -0. 131 0.108 0.031 -0.074 -o. 110 0.088 0. 166 o. 209 0.255 0.210 0.215 0. 240 -0. 114 -0.098 
51 TOTMATH 0. 150 o. 187 0.253 -0.057 o. 169 0.053 -0.093 -0. 151 0.037 0.095 o. 155 0.1790.157 0.227 0.228 -o. 114 -0. 111 
52 EDPLANS. 0.231 0.303 0.342 -0. 135 o. 139 0.046 0.001 -0.016 0. 143 0. 101 0. 148 0. 159 0.148 0.411 0.426 -0.027 0.070 
53 YB072A 0.200 0.256 0.278 -0.076 0. 153 -0.023 -0.042 ·-0.010 0.077 0.047 o. 119 o. 132 0.096 0.254 0.241 -0.029 0.020 

R R R R R M M M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B B B B B y y y y A 
G G G G L B B H B B B B B B B B B B 
I I I I c 0 0 M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 s 

0 0 0 0 0 A 1 I w 0 5 5 5 5 1 I 1 I E 
B N N N N T 1 1 R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 9 N 
s H C D q 6 1 2 3 4 K E E F G A B E f T 

45 -0.017 0.024 0.013 -0.022 -0.044 0.006 0.020 0.047 -0.011 0.002 0.079 0.026 0.054 0.064 0.026 0.042 -0.005 -0.024 
46 0.066 -0.022 -0.044 -0.005 0.025 0.248 0.298 0.191 -o. 158 -0.064 0.177 0.080 0.120o.146 0.022 0. 119 o. 151 -o. 125 
47 0.082 -0.064 -0.075 0.066 0.015 0.236 0.243 0.202 -o. 125 -0.014 0.231 0.081 0.130 0.189 -0.019 0.227 0. 179 -0.098 
48 0.062 -0.013 -0.068 0.021 0.014 0.252 0.387 0.247 -o. 151 -0.041 0.196 0.066 0.130 0.184 -0.009 o. 141 0. 144 -0. 153 
49 0.087 -0.033 -0.058 -0.002 0.034 0.276 0.341 0.195 -o. 159 -0.052 0. 187 0.088 o. 126 0. 150 0.005 0. 117 0. 154 -0. 123 
50 0.081 -0.057 -0.082 0.'068 0.021 0.276 0.265 0.216 -o. 155 -0.048 0.229 0.078 0.147 0.221 0.002 0.218 0. 176 -0. 115 
51 0.074 -0.036 -0.059 0.021 0.005 0.254 0.404 0.268 -o. 164 -0.034 0.223 0.076 0. 145 0. 169 -0.017 0. 135 0. 158 -0. 140 
52 0.058 0.010 -o. 110 0.048 -0.011 0.209 0.226 0.336 -0.158 -0.097 0.203 0.074 0.145 0.237 0.077 0. 171 o. 144 -o. 152 
53 0.043 0.030 -0.094 0.022 -0.065 0.099 0.088 0.166 -0.049 0.010o.164 0.018 0.124 0.133 -0.005 0. 155 0. 141 -0.041 

s s R M 
M G v s c c E v A T T E 
c A E 0 L c H H A 0 T 0 T 0 D y y B B 
u c N c G H 0 E 0 c Ii l 0 T p B B 13 B 
T A E A s c p L B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

0 c D R T I A R I 0 0 0 E v A A 1 7 6 6 
B L E A N z T I T T T T A 0 T N 2 2 8 8 
s s M L L E H V E Ii H H D c H s A B A B 

45 0.014 0.038 -0.033 -0.013 -0.023 -0.070 -0.037 1.000 0.044 0.053 0.053 0.054 0.056 0.061 0.043 0.034 0.034 0.028 0.025 
46 0.026 0.246 -0. 182 -o. 128 -0.003 -0.000 -0.004 0.044 1.000 0.533 0.548 0.877 0.605 0.577 0.334 0.200 0.222 '0.235 0.217 
470.116 0.292 -0.228 -o. 133 -0.035 -0.052 0.046 0.053 0.533 1.000 0.483 0.612 0.882 0.515 0.335 0.236 0.252 0.271 0.273 
48 0.069 0.289 -0.206 -o. 155 -0.007 -0.. 033 0.027 0.053 0.548 0.483 1.000 0.620 0.559 0.937 0.355 0.255 0.275 0.273 0.256 
49 0.059 0.269 -0.203 -o. 122 0.017 -0.008 0.002 0.054 0.877 0.612 0.620 1.000 0.697 0.650'0.367 0.226 0.242 0.250 0.243 
500.116 0.328 -0.235 -o. 180 -0.031 -0.032 0.026 0.056 0.605 0.882 0.559 0.697 1.000 0.585 0.381 0.251 0.278 0.297 0.296 
51 0.079 0.300 -0.226 -o. 137 0.006 -0.061 0.055 0.061 0.577 0.515 0.937 0.650 0.585 1.000 0.368 0.256 0.275 0.275 0.253 
52 0.051 0.364 -0.279 -o. 193 -0.012 0.030 -0.035 0.043 0.334 0.335 0.355 0.367 0.381 0.368 1.000 0.332 0.404 0.478 0.564 
53 0.097 0.243 -0.184 -o. 122 -0.020 -0.050 0.046 0.034 0.200 0.236 0.255 0.226 0.251 0.256 0.332 1.000 0.834 0.564 0.325 



MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS ANO CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SOPMOMORES G 

B R 
0 B B B B B B B F M ll E 


N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I B G 

A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 T T s L I 


0 M 1 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p A 0 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A c N 
s 1 2 9 s 3 R B c G c 0 G I p p N K 1 -

54 YB072B 0.203 0.254 0.297 -0.096 0.170 0.009 -0.037 0.009 0. 105 0.066 0. 121 0. 146 0. 130 0.297 0.291 -0.030 0.023 0.048 
55 BB068A 0.206 0.226 0.256-0.100 0.151 0.033 -0.010 -0.000 0.111 0.088O.140O.112 0.129 0.358 0.368 -0.042 0.033 0.037 
56 6606880.1690.199 0.219 -o. 1110.108 0.039 0.003 0.0090.132 O.OSG 0.125O.1350.129 0.393 0.422 -0.022 Q.060 0.004 

R R R R M M M M M M M M M 

E E E E B B e B B B y y y y A
 c 
G G G L B B H B B B B B B B B B B u 
I I I c 0 0 M B 0 0 0 o· 0 0 0 0 s T 

0 0 0 0 A 1 1 w 0 5 5 5 5 1 1· 1 1 E c 
B N N N T 1 1 R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 9 N L 
s 2 3 4 Ii c 0 K 6 E E F G A B E F T s 

54 0.026 -0.096 0.025 -0.040 0. 141 0. 113 0.213 -0.045 0.005 0. 192 0.040 o. 153 0. 149 -0.000 0. 162 0. 159 -·0.079 0.081 
55 0.029 -0.073 0.006 -0.0230.1250.127 0.239 -0.088 -0.062o.150 0.029 0.1300.173 0.022 0. 144 0. 170 -o. 106 0.050 
56 0.025 -0.067 0.047 0.0010.1210.124 0.259 -o. 124-o.104 0.139 0.039 0.118 0.194 0.068 0. 154 0. 158 -o. 135 0.031 

s s R M 

G v s c c E v A T T E 


A E 0 L c H H A 0 T 0 T 0 0 y y B B 
c N c G H 0 E D c H T 0 T p B B B B 
A E A s c p L B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

,, 00 0 R T I A R I 0 0 E v A A 7 7 6 6 
B E A N z T I T T T T A 0 T N 2 2 8 8 
s M L L E H v E H H H D c H s A B A B 

tr
U1 
U1 

54 0.272 -0.198 -0.153 -0.004 -0.011 0.007 0.034 0.222 0.252 0.275 0.242 0.278 0.275 0.404 0.834 1.000 0.681 0.405 
55 0.299 -0.213 -0.178 -0.011 0.030 -0.033 0.028 0.235 0.271 0.273 0.250 0.297 0.275 0.478 0.564 0.681 1 .000 0.630 
56 0.295 -0.216 -0.171 -0.034 0.054 -0.057 0.025 0.217 0.273 0.256 0.243 0.296 0.253 0.564 0.325 0.405 0.630 1.000 



TABLE A.5.3 


MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SF.NIORS 

B 
0 B B B B B B B F M Ii 

N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 r T s 

o M 1 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A 
s 1 2 9 s 3 R B c G c •O G I p p N 

1 MEAN 4.265 4. 176 4.652 3.065 6.948 0.778 1. 928 1. 673 2.385 0.816 o. 704 0.785 0. 769 0.537 0.618 0.062 
2 STOEV 1. 770 2. 184 2.591 2.033 1. 8 /2 0.415 0.883 0.868 1. 122 0.388 Q.457 o.~ii 0. 42..L....Q..,..,:!filL_Q.~486 Q....2.iP 
3 BB.101 1.000 0.284 0. 379 -o. 138 0.345 o.306 -o. io9 -o. 124 0.092 0. 145 0.195 0. 183 0.208 0. 283 0.182 -0.100 
4 88042 0.284 1.000 o. 528 -o. 116 0.210 0.006 0.053 0.031 0.095 0.091 0. 163 0. 159 0. 110 0.248 0.252 -0.098 
5 88039 0.379 0.528 1.000 -o. 137 0.257 0.025 -0.098 -0.094 0. 118 0.093 0. 175 o. 183 0. 141 0.338 0.280 -0.100 
6 SIBS -0. 138 -0. 116-o.137 1.000 0.048 -0.049 -0.037 -0.017 -0.092 -0.034 -0.087 -0.048 -o. 133 -o. 130 -o. 102 0.064 
7 88103 0. 345 0.210 o. 257 0.048 1.000 0.214 -0.121 -0.115 0.071 0. 173 0. 188 0.205 0. 154 0. 162 0. 108 ··O. 124 
8 BOTliPAR 0.306 0.006 0.025 -0.049 0.214 1 .000 -o. 150 -o. 152 0.043 o. 146 0. 169 0. 135 0. 160 0. 205 0.075 ·0.03·1 
9 880378 -0. 109 0.053 -0.098 -0.037 -0.121 -0.150 1.000 0.614 -0.033 -0.038 -0.083 -0.059 -0.064 -0.061 0.002 0.010 

R R R R R M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B A B B B B y y y 

B G G G G L B B D H B B B B B B 8 B 
L I I I I c 0 0 v M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 A 0 0 0 0 A 1 1 M w 0 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 
B c N N N N T 1 1 T R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 
s K 1 2 3 4 H c D H K 6 E E F G A B E 

t 
l..n 

°' 

1 o. 120 0.216 0.311 0.289 o. 184 0.283 0.256 0.217 2.049 3.523 2.532 0.447 2.492 2.347 2.216 1 .632 1.450 1.9·13 
2 0.325 0.412 0.463 0.453 0.388 0.450 0.437 0.412 1.538 3.246 1.340 0.497 0.217 0.228 0.216. 0.207 0.291 0.247 
3 -o. 234 0.038 -0. 144 0.074 0.046 0.062 0.109 0.089 0.249 0.077 0.008 0.098 0.070 0.016 0.030 0.033 -0.090 0. 105 
4 -0.043 0.013 -0.071 -0.006 0.078 -0.046 0. 149 0. 114 0.281 o. 148 -0.022 0.036 0.083 0.005 0.063 0.039 -0.083 0. 122 
5 -o. 105 0.034 -0.072 -0.034 0.090 -0.014 0. 157 0.126 0.346 0. 186 -0.033 0.043 0. 116 0.011 0.088 0.022 -0. 1'11 0. 136 
6 o. 149 -0.022 -0.011 0.027 0.006 0. 122 -0.050 -0.037 -o. 137 -0.038 0.046 -0.000 -0.007 -0.013 -0.011 0.002 0.026 -0.025 
7 -0. 111 0.087 -o. 115 0.131 -0.109 0.056 0.081 0.074 o. 171 0.078 -0.025 0.030 0.052 0.043 -0.018 0.068 0.011 0.060 
8 -0.212 0.013 -0.074 0.072 -0.008 0.056 0.033 0.048 o. 109 0.034 -0.082 -0.017 0.013 0.025 -0.009 0.03,1 0.032 0.031 
9 0.200 -0.047 0. 104 -0.048 -0.018 -0.090 -0.010 -0.021 -0.075 -0.017 0.038 0.021 -0.017 0.001 0.006 -0.005 0.015 -0.0,14 

R M 
M M M G v E v A T T E 
y A c A E 0 L A 0 T 0 T 0 D B B E E 
B B u c N c G D· c H T 0 T p B B B B 
0 s T .. A E A s B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

0 t E c D R T I 0 0 0 E v A A 6 6 6 6 
B 9 N L E A N z T T T A 0 T N 8 8 8 8 
s F T s M L L E H H H D c H s A B c D 

I 2.757 2.390 0.366 0.339 0.383 0.261 7 .010 4.476 4.483 10.634 10.752 12.855 19.006 2.410 0.468 0.506 0.559 0.616 
2 o. 174 0.326 o. 153 0.473 0.486 0.439 o. 740 2.097 1.967 4.242 4.224 5.289 6.25lj 1.020 0.499 0.500 0.497 0.1186 
3 o. 137 -0.019 0.100 o. 173 -0.054 -0. 120 0.104 o. 194 0.243 0.257 0.217 0.228 0.263 0.227 0. 196 0. 189 o. f74 0.150 
4 0.102 0.011 o. 112 0.234 -0.073 -0.169 0.089 o. 199 o. 253 0.242 0.230 0.262 0.253 0.341 0.290 0. 279 0.266 0.239 
5 o. 127 -0.000 0.146 0.272 -0.088 -0.198 o. 168 0.245 0.300 0.305 0.272 0.307 0.316 0.397 0.321 0.315 0.299 0.277 
6 -0.046 0.018 -0.031 -0.118 0.052 0.064 -0.057 -0. 130 -0. 164 -O. 122 -O. 144 -0. 169 -O. 118 -0. 125 -0. 113 -0. 112 ··O. 107 -0.096 
7 o. 102 -0.074 -0.015 0.120 -0.048 -0.073 -0.029 0.149 o. 162 0. 184 0. 161 0. 160 o. 190 0. 158 o. 143 0. 136 o. 123 0. 106 
8 o. 110 -0.050 -0.021 0.076 -0.021 -0.043 -0.035 o. n9 o. 107 o. 142 o. 124 0.104 o. 141 0.047 0.029 0.028 0.034 0.030 
9 -0.070 -0.006 -0.030 -0.044 0.032 0.006 -0.013 -0.096 -0.093 -0.109 -0.096 -0.098-o.115 -0.015 -0.005 -0.005 0.004 0.009 



1'" 
IJ1 
-....J 

TABLE A.5.3 (CONT'D) 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SENIORS :! 

B 
0 B B B B B B B F M H 

N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 T T s 

0 M 1 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A 

s 1 2 9 s 3 R B c G c D G I p p N 

10 BB037C -0. 124 0.031 -0.094 -0.017 -o. 115-0.152 0.614 1.000 -0.049 -0.055 -0.096 -0.071 -0.080 -0.083 -0.014 0.014 
11 BB047G 0.092 0.095 0. 118 -0.092 0.071 0.043 -0.033 -0.049 1.000 0.071 0.082 0.096 0.092 0. 148 0. 155 -0.022 
12 BBI04C o. 145 0.091 0.093 -0.034 0.173 0. 146 -0.038 -0.055 0.071 1.000 0.413 0.508 0.409 0. 155 0. 143 -0.066 
13 BB 1040 o. 195 o. 163 o. 175 -0.087 o. 188 0. 169 -0.083 -0.096 0.082 0.413 1.000 0.396 0.403 0. 184 o. 163 -0.053 
14 BB 104G 0.183 o. 159 o. 183 -0.048 0.205 0.135 -0.059 -0.071 0.096 0.508 0.396 1.000 0.429 0. 177 0.171 -0.100 
15 BB104I 0.208 0. 110 0. 141 -o. 133 0. 154 0. 160 -0.064 -0.080 0.092 0.409 0.403 0.429 1.000 0. 189 0.173 -0.080 
16 FATEXP 0.283 0.248 o. 338 -o. 130 o. 162 0.205 -0.061 -0.083 o. 148 o. 155 0. 184 0.177 0. 189 1:000 0.695 -0.031 
17 MOTEXP 0. 182 0.252 0.280 -0.102 0.108 0.075 0.002 -0.014 0.155 o. 143 0. 163 0. 171 0. 173 0.695 1.000 -0.0:?6 
18 HISPAN -0. 100 -0.098 -o. 100 0.064 -0.124 -0.034 O.Oto 0.014 -0.022 -0.066 -0.053 -0.100 -0.080 -0.031 -0.026 t .000 

R R R R R M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B A B B B B y y y 

B G G G G L B B 0 H B B B B B B B B 
L I I I I c 0 0 v M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 A 0 0 0 0 A 1 1 M w 0 5 5 5 5 I 1 1 
B c N N N N T 1 1 T R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 
s K 1 2 3 4 H c D H K 6 E E F G A B E 

10 0.241 -0.057 o. 144 -0.077 -0.021 -o. 110 -0.021 -0.029 -o. 101 -0.023 0.037 0.004 -0.017 0.008 0.008 -0.012 0.024 -0.051 
11 -0.059 -0.001 -0.031 0.006 0.031 0.004 o. 114 0.057' o. 126 0.171 -0.034 -0.054 0.033 0.016 0.032 0.012 -0.015 0.037 
12 -0.092 0.040 -0.033 0.008 -0.013 0.083 0.073 0.050 0.165 0.073 -0.046 0.043 0.026 0.030 0.001 0.028 0.009 0.035 
13 -0. 156 0.073 -o. 133 0.038 0.036 0. 102 0.100 0.087 0.215 0. 109 -0.073 0.027 0.024 -0.004 -0.004 0.009 -0.041 0.050 
14 -o. 130 0.053 -0.095 0.022 0.032 0.060 o. 102 0.065 0.206 o. 110 -0.047 0.054 0.031 0.010 0.012 0.035 -0.019 0.061 
15 -0. 198 0.044 -o. 105 0.051 0.019 0.089 0. 102 0.095 0.241 0. 110 -0.054 0.032 0.022 0.014 -0.003 0.037 0.001 0.063 
16 -0.071 0.026 -0.032 -0.032 0.048 0.037 o. 198 0.172 0.414 0.229 -o. 105 -0.017 0.058 -0.001 0.052 0.013 -0.086 0.065 
17 0.008 0.032 -0.008 -0.053 0.038 0.025 0.205 0.168 0.410 0.239 -0.108 -0.016 0.052 -0.008 0.049 0.009 -0.086 0.048 
18 -0.095 -0.049 0.048 -0.089 0.099 0,171 -0.021 -0.030 -0.091 -0.038 0.022 0.001 0.010 -0.019 0.029 -0.05~ -0.029 -0.019 

R M 
M M M G v E v A T T E 
y A c A E 0 L A 0 T 0 T 0 D B B E E 
B B u c N c G D c H T 0 T p B B B B 
0 s T A E A s B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

0 1 E c D R T I 0 0 0 E v A A 6 6 6 (; 

B 9 N L E A N z T T T A 0 T N 8 8 8 8 
s F T s M L L E H H H 0 c H s A B c 0 

to -0.095 0.003 -0.039 -0.050 0.028 0.017 -0.022 -0.127-o.132-o.146-o.132-o.132-o.150 -0.027 -0.025 -0.016 -0.010 -0.005 
11 0.034 -0.004 0.023 0. 135 -0.081 -0.056 0.025 0. 126 0. 130 o. to7 o. 134 o. 127 0.107 0. 169 0. 136 0. 147 0. 151 0. 155 
12 0.079 -0.043 0.005 0.115 -0.033 -0.068 0.005 o. 159 0.172 o. 169 o. 188 o. 164 0. 171 0.126 0.094 0.094 0.105 0.098 
13 0.078 -0.003 0.060 o. 158 -0.063 -0.082 0.055 0. 180 0.215 0.220 o. 199 0.208 0.224 o. 173 0. 135 0. 138 0. 135 0. 126 
14 0.095 -0.018 0.049 o. 159 -0.044 -o. 105 0.023 0.220 0.235 0.228 0.254 0.234 0.229 0. 184 0. 149 0. 156 0. 151 o. 142 
15 0. 109 -0. 04 1 0.025 0. 163 -0.053 -0.097 0.007 0.227 0.244 0.265 0.258 o.239 0.272 o. 182 0. 137 0. 1'43 o. 151 0. 1'12 
16 0.060 -0.013 0.088 0.350 -0.122 -0.228 0.105 0.266 0.288 0.335 0.300 0.285 0.347 0.503 0.372 0.402 0.457 0.486 
17 0.022 -0.006 0.078 0.353 -0.117 -0.234 o. 109 0.256 0.272 0.318 0.287 0.271 0.333 0.525 0.369 0.404 0. 466 0.513 
18 -0.036 0.063 0.026 -0.063 0.017 0.042 o.054 -o.147 -o. 130 -o. 140 -o. 161 -o. t34 -o. 143 -0.os.1 -0.030 -0.031 -0.035 -o.o:m 



TABLE A.5.3 (CONT'D) 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN Tl~ REPORT: PUBLIC SENIORS 3 

B 
0 B B B B B B B F M H 

iii B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 r T s 

0 M 1 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 1 1 1 4 4 4 4 x x A 
s - 1 2 9 s 3 R B c· G c 0 G I p p N

19 BLACK -0.234 -0.043 -0. 105 0.149 -0.111 -0.212 0.200 0.241 -0.059 -0.092 -0.156-o.130-o.198 -0.071 0.008 -0.095 
20 REGION1 0.038 0.013 0.034 -0.022 0.087 0.013 -0.047 -0.057 -0.001 0.040 0.073 0.053 0.04·1 0.026 0.032 -0.049 
21 REGION2 -o. 144 -0.071 -0.072 -0.011 -o. 115 -0.074 o. 104 o. 144 -0.031 -0.033 -o. 133 -0.095 -o. 105 -0.032 -0.008 0.0·18 
22 REGION3 0.074 -0.006 -0.034 0.027 o. 131 0.072 -0.048 -0.077 0.006 0.008 0.038 0.022 0.051 -0.032 -0.053 -0.089 
23 REGION4 0.046 0.078 0.090 0.006 -o. 109 -0.008 -0.018 -0.021 0.031 -0.013 0.036 0.032 0.019 0.0-IU 0.038 0.099 
24 RELCATH 0.062 -0.046 -0.014 0. 122 0.056 0.056 -0.090-o.110 0.004 0.083 o. 102 0.060 0.089 0.037 0.025 o. 171 
25 BB011C 0. 109 o. 149 0. 157 -0.050 0.081 0.033 -0.010 -0.021 0. 114 0.073 0. 100 0. 102 0. 102 0. 198 0.205 -0.021 
26 BB0110 0.089 0. 114 0. 126 -0.037 0.074 0.048 -0.021 -0.029 0.057 0.050 0.087 0.065 0.095 0. 1'12 0. 168 -0.030 
27 AOVMTH 0. 249 0.281 0. 346 -0. 137 0.171 0. 109 -0.075 -0. 101 0. 126 0. 165 0.215 0.206 0.241 o. 41•1 0.·110 -0.091 

R R R R R M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B A B B B B y y y 

B G G G G L B B 0 H B B B B B B B B 
L I l 1 I c 0 0 v M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 A 0 0 0 0 A 1 1 M w 0 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 
B c N N N N T 1 1 T R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 
s K 1 2 3 4 H c D H K 6 E E F G A B E 

~ 
VI 
co 

19 1.000-0.026 0.220 -0.104 -0.114-o.178 -0.013 -0.025 -0.110 0.013 -0.026 -0.055 -0.029 -0.021 -0.003 -0.022 -0.046-o.113 
20 -0.026 1.000 -0.353 -0.334 -0.250 0. 198 -0.004 0.013 0. 122 0.058 -0.000 0.011 -0.028-0.103 -0.086 -0.047 ·0.116 -0.131 
21 0.220 -0.353 1.000 -0.428 -0.319 -0.211 -0.015 -0.021 -0.100 -0.054 -0.050 -0.080 0.007 0.241 0.093 -0.012 o. 154 -0.098 
22 -o. 104 -0.334 -0.428 1.000-0.303 0.028 -0.009 0.018 0.011 0.015 -0.030 -0.026 -0.063 -0.033 -0. 161 o. 122 0.09·1 0.057 
23 -0.114 -0.250 ~o.319 -o.3o3 1.000 0.009 0.032 -0.009 -0.023 -0.014 0.095 0. 115 0.095 -0. 140 0. 168 -0.079 -0. 170 0. 190 
24 -o. 178 0.198 -0.211 0.028 0.009 1.000 -0.000 0.005 0.067 0.020 0.019 0.048 -0.014 -0.054 -0.040 -0.018 -0.076 0.009 
25 -0.013 -0.004 -0.015 -0.009 0.032 -0.000 1.000 0.461 0.313 0.222 -0.066 -0.037 0.026 -0.011 0.016 -0.012 -0.044 0.000 
26 -0.025 0.013 -0.021 0.018 -0.009 0.005 0.461 1.000 0. 434 0.200 -0.087 -0.056 0.016 -0.005 0.005 0.021 -0.013 0.015 
27 -o. 110 o. 122 -0. 100 0.011 -0.023 0.067 0.313 0.434 1.000 0.347 -0.155 -0.049 0.071 -0.006 0.035 0.038 -0.087 0.070 

R M 

M M M G v E v A T T E 

y A c A E 0 L A 0 T 0 T 0 0 B 13 E E 
B B u c N c G o- c H T 0 T p B B B B 
0 s T A E A s B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

0 1 E c D R T I 0 0 0 E v A A G 6 6 6 
B 9 N L E A N z T T T A 0 T N 8 8 8 8 
s F T s M L L E H H H D c ... s A B c 0 

19 -o. 289 0.007 -0.017 -0.027 -0.022 0.051 0.080 -0.224 -0.244 -0.254 -0.241 -0.237 -0.251 0.036 -0.003 0.005 0.033 0.039 
20 -o. 189 -0.001 0.053 o. 131 -0. 140 0.008 0.090 0.068 0. 112 0.087 0.071 0.105 0.093 0.035 0.038 0.033. 0.027 0.019 
21 -0.044 -0.150 -0.242 -0.071 0.022 0.050 -0.053-o.134 -0.168 -0.168 -0.134-0.160 -0.175 -0.034 -0.020 -o 014 -0.012 -0.018 
22 0.079 -0.147 -0.095 -0.016 0.034 -0.013 -o. 150 0.064 0.030 0.073 0.056 0.041 0.001 -0.034 ~o.o45 -0.040 -0.040 -0.045 
23 0. 162 0.354 0.341 -0.036 0.083 -0.053 0.143 0.013 0.047 0.023 0.019 0.031 0.016 0.043 0.036 0.039 0.042 0.054 
24 0.012 0.029 0.073 0.030 -0.033 0.005 0.085 0.025 0.050 0.060 0.026 0.030 0.062 0.002 -0.002 0.002 -0.001 0.001 
25 -0.009 0.009 0.036 0.296 -0.149 -0.145 0.067 0'.242 0.261 0.266 0.271 0.275 0.269 0.293 0.231 0.243 0.244 0.224 
26 0.010 -0.032 -0.003 0.283 -0.154-o.125 0.016 0.219 0.200 0.357 0.236 0.207 0.376 0.259 0.202 0.215 0.221 0. 196 
27 0.051 -0.041 0.073 0.5.24 -0.234 -0.285 0. 112 0.466 0.459 0.677 0.506 0.464 0.698 0.543 0.421 0. 452 0. 474 0.·134 



:r 
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TABLE A.5.3 (CONT'D) 
MEANS, STANDARD DEVlATIONS AND CORRELATION CDEff[ClENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORl: PUBLIC SENIORS 4 

B 
0 B B B B B B B F M H 


N 8 8 B 8 T B B B B B B B A 0 l 

A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 T T s 


0 M 1 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A 
s 1 2 9 s - 3 R B c G c D G I p p N

28 HMWRK 0.077 0. 148 o. 186 -0.038 0.078 0.034 -0.017 -0.023 0. 171 0.073 0. 109 0.110 o. 110 0.229 0.239 -0.038 
29 88016 0.008 -0.022 -0.033 0.046 -0.025 -0.082 0.038 0.037 -0.034 -0.046 -0.073 -0.047 -0.054 -0.105-0.108 0.022 
30 BB059E 0.098 0.036 0.043 -0.000 0.030 -0.017 0.021 0.004 -0.054 0.043 0.027 0.054 0.032 -0.017 -0.016 0.001 
31 MBB053E 0.070 0.083 o. 116 -0.007 0.052 0.013 -0.017 -0.017 0.033 0.026 0.024 0.031 0.022 0.058 0.052 0.010 
32 MBB053F 0.016 0.005 0.011 -0.013 0.043 0.025 0.001 0.008 0.016 0.030 -0.004 0.010 0.014 -0.001 -0.008 -0.019 
33 MBB053G 0.030 0.063 0.088 -0.011 -0.018 -0.009 0.006 0.008 0.032 0.001 -0.004 0.012 -0.003 0.052 0.049 0.029 
34 MYB019A 0.033 0.039 0.022 0.002 0.068 0.034 -0.005 -0.012 0.012 0.028 0.009 0.035 0.037 0.013 0.009 -0.054 
35 MYB019B -0.090 -0.083 -0.141 0.026 0.011 0.032 0.015 0.024 -0.015 0.009 -0.041 -0.019 0.001 -0.086 -0.086 -0.029 
36 MY8019E 0.105 0. 122 0. 136 -0.025 0.060 0.031 -0.044 -0.051 0.037 0.035 0.050 0.061 0.063 0.065 0.048 -0.019 

R R R R R M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B A B B B B y y y 

B G G G G L B B 0 H B B B B B B B B 
L I I I I c 0 0 v M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 A 0 0 0 0 A 1 1 M w 0 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 
B c N N N N T 1 1 T R I 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 
s K 1 2 3 4 H c 0 H K 6 E E F G A B E 

28 0.013 0.058 -0.054 0.015 -0.014 0.020 0.222 0.200 0.347 1.000 -o. 164 -o. 176 0.068 0.029 0.044 0.050 -0.039 0.058 
29 -0.026 -0.000 -0.050 -0.030 0.095 0.019 -0.066-0.087,-0.155 -0.164 1.000 0.310 -0.020 -0.078 -0.014 -0.047 -0.052 o.oon 
30 -0.055 0.011 -0.080 -0.026 o. 115 0.048 -0.037 -0.056 -0.049 -o. 176 0.310 1.000 -0.004 -0. 127 0.005 -0.072 -o. 194 0.018 
31 -0.029 -0.028 0.007 -0.063 0.095 -0.014 0.026 0.016 0.071 0.068 -0.020 -0.004 1.000 0.515 0.667 0.252 0.091 0.3,18 
32 -0.021 -0. 103 0.241 -0.033 -o. 140 -0.054 -0.011 -0.005 -0.006 0.029 -0.078 -0.127 0.515 1.000 0.482 0.287 0.362 0.223 
33 -0.003 -0.086 0.093 -0. 161 o. 168 -0.040 0.016 0.005 0.035 0.044 -0.014 0.005 0.667 0.482 1.000 o. 186 0.027 o. 348 
34 -0.022 -0.047 -0.012 0.122 -0.079 -0.018 -0.012 0.021 0.038 0.050 -0.047 -0.072 0.252 0.287 o. 186 1.000 0.576 0.416 
35 -0.046 -0. 116 o. 154 0.094 -0.170 -0.076 -0.044 -0.013 -0.087 -0.039 -0.052 -0.194 0.091 0.362 0.027 0.576 1.000 0. 2-12 
36-o.113-0.131 -0.098 0.057 0.190 0.009 0.000 0.015 0.070 0.058 0.009 0.018 0.348 0.223 0.348 0.416 0. 242 1.000 

R M 

M M M G v E v A T T E 

y 
 A c A E 0 • L A 0 T 0 T 0 0 B B E E 
B B u c N c G D c H T 0 T p B B B B
0 s T A E A s B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

0 I E c 0 R T I 0 0 0 E v A A 6 6 6 6 
B 9 N L E A N z T T T A 0 T N 8 8 8 8 
s F T s M L L E Ii H H D c H s A B c 0 

28 0.025 -0.049 0.012 0.325 -o. 182 -o. 143 0.061 0.208 0. 197 0.263 0.216 0.204 0.281 0.359 0.231 0.253 0.289 o. 291 
29 -0.010 0. 173 0. 123 -0. 130 0. 105 0.020 0.002 -0.080 -0.065 -0. 122 .-0.081 -0.064 -o. 129 -o. 130 -0.055 -0.070 -o. 102 -o. 120 
30 -0.002 0.150 0.287 -0.074 0.085 -0.014 0. 110 -0.019 0.016 -0.032 -0.007 0.006 ·-0.041 -0.053 0.000 -0.024 -0.057 -0.066 
31 0.315 -o. 104 -0.030 0.058 -0.037 -0.025 -0.009 0.065 0.069 0.066 0.069 0.067 0.068 0.069 0.052 0.050 0.056 o.o.rn 
32 0.288 -0.279 -0.414 0.025 -0.051 0.030 -0.043 0.018 0.003 0.015 0.025 0.004 0.015 -0.014 -0.004 -0.008 -0.009 -0.016 
33 0.287 -0.066 -0.010 0.031 -0.008 -0.027 0.083 0.024 0.034 0.021 0.030 0.030 0.024 0.058 o. 052· o. os2 0.051 0.042 
34 0.339 -0.261 -0.281 0.012 0.026 -0.041 -0.358 0.060 0.038 0.064 0.058 0.043 0.067 0.015 0.006 0.004 0.009 0.007 
35 0.245 -0.230 -0.612 -0.075 0.049 0.029 -0.592 -0.012 -0.063 -0.045 -0.019 -0.061 -0.048 -0. 118 -0.090 ·0.095 -0.092 -0.088 
36 0.555 -0.047 -0.006 0.040 0.023 -0.068 -o. 143 0.086 0.105 o. 117 0.095 0. 110 0. 121 0.076 0.050 0.049 0.056 0.0·18 
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TABLE A.5.3 (CONT'D) 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS Of VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SENIORS 

B 
D B B B B B B B F M H 

N a B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 t I T T s 

0 M t 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A 
s t 2 9 3 R c c G I p - s B G D p N 

37 MYB019F o. t37 0.102 0.127 -0.046 o. 102 o. t10 -0.070 -0.095 0.034 0.079 0.078 0.095 0. 109 0.060 0.022 -0.036 
38 MABSENT -0.019 O.Ot 1 -0.000 0.018 -0.074 -0.050 -0.006 0.003 -0.004 -0.043 -0.003 -0.018 -0.041 -0.013 -0.006 0.063 
39 MCUTCLS o. 100 0. 112 o. 146 -0.031 -0.015 -0.021 -0.030 -0.039 0.023 0.005 0.060 0.049 0.025 0.088 0.078 0.026 
40 ACAOEM o. 173 0.234 o. 272 -o. tt8 0. 120 0.076 -0.044 -0.050 0. 135 0. 115 0. t58 0.159 0. 163 0.350 0.353 -0.063 
41 GENERAL -0.054 -0.073 -0.088 0.052 -0.048 -0.021 0.032 0.028 -0.081 -0.033 -0.063 -0.044 -0.053-o.122-o.117 0.017 
42 VOCATNL -o. 120 -0.169 -o. 198 0.064 -0.073 -0.043 0.006 0.017 -0.056 -0.068 -0.082 -o. 105 -0.097 -0.228 -0.234 0.042 
43 LGSIZE 0.104 0.089 o. 168 -0.057 -0.029 -0.035 -0.013 -0.022 0.025 0.005 0.055 0.023 0.007 0. 105 0. 109 0.054 
44 READBOHI o. 194 o. 199 o. 245 -o. 130 o. 149 0. 119 -0.096-0.127 o. 126 0. 159 0. 180 0.220 0. 227 0. 266 0. 256 -o. 147 
45 VOCBOTH 0.243 0.253 0.300 -o. t64 o. 162 0. 107 -0.093 -o. 132 o. 130 0. 172 0.215 0.235 0.2,14 0. 288 0.:?72 ;-0. 130 

R R R R R M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B A B B B B y v v 

B G G G G L B B D H B B B B B B B B 
L I I l I c 0 0 v M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 A 0 0 0 0 A I I M w 0 5 5 5 5 I 1 I 
B c N N N N T 1 t T R t 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 
s K 1 2 3 4 H c D Ii K 6 E E F G A B E 

37 -0.289 -o. 189 -0.044 0.079 0. 162 0.012 -0.009 0.010 0.051 0.025 -0.010 -0.002 0.315 0.288 0.287 0.339 0.245 0.555 
38 0.007 -0.001 -o. 150 -o. 147 0.354 0.029 0.009 -0.032 -0.041 -0.049 0. 173 o. 150 -o. 104 -0.219 -o.o6G -0.261 ~0.230 -0.041 
39 -0.017 0.053 -0.242 -0.095 0.341 0.073 0.036 -0.003 0.073 0.012 0. 123 0.287 -0.030 -0.414 -0.010 -0.281 -0.612 -0.006 
40 -0.027 o. 131 -0.071 -0.016 -0.036 0.030 0.296 0.283 0.524 0.325 -0.130 -0.074 0.058 0.025 0.031 0.012 -0.075 0.040 
41 -0.022-o.140 0.022 0.034 0.083 -0.033 -0.149-o.154 -0.234 -0.182 0.105 0.085 -0.037 -0.051 -0.008 0.026 0.049 0.023 
42 0.051 0.008 0.050 -0.013 -0.053 0.005 -O.t45-O.125 -0.285-0.143 0.020 -O.Ot4 -0.025 0.030 -0.027 -0.041 0.029 -0.068 
43 0.080 0.090 -0.053 -0.150 o. 143 0.085 0.067 O.Ot6 0. t 12 0.061 0.002 0.110 -0.009 -0.043 0.083 -0.358 -0.592 -o. 143 
44 -0.224 0.068 -o. 134 0.064 0.013 0.025 0.242 0.219 0.466 0.208 -0.080 -O.Ot9 0.065 0.018 0.024 0.060 -0.012 0.086 
45 -0.244 0. 1 t2 -o. t68 0.030 0.047 0.050 0.261 0.200 0.459 o. 197 -0.065 0.016 0.069 0.003 0.034 0.038 -0.063 0. 105 

R M 
M M M G v E v A T T E 
v A c A E 0 L A 0 T 0 T 0 () B B E E 
B B u c N c G o- c H T 0 T p B B B B 
0 s T A E A s B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

a 1 E c D R T I 0 a 0 E v A A 6 6 6 6 
B 9 N L E A N z T T T A 0 T N 8 8 8 8 
s F T s M L L E H H H 0 c H s A B c D 

37 1.000-o.143 -0.085 0.029 0.040 -0.068 -0.186 0. t33 o. 137 0. 153 0. 151 0.144 0. 153 0.027 0.028 0.019 0.014 0.002 
38 -o. 143 1.000 0.521 -0.054 0.050 0.001 0.058 -0.054 -0.030 -0.057 -0.052 -0.027 -0.062 -0.005 -0.003 ··0.001 -0.001 0.011 
39 -0.085 0.521 1.000 0.034 0.014 -0.055 0.351 0.029 0.077 0.047 0.033 0.075 0.050 o. 108 0. 08 I . 0. OB? 0.074 0.07·1 
40 0.029 -0.054 0.034 t.000 -0.564 -0.425 o. 106 0.333 0.358 0.427 0.363 0.373 0.446 0.486 0.358 0.377 0.406 0.337 
41 0.040 0.050 0.014 -0.564 1.000 -0.468 -o. 124 -0.143 -0.146 -0.184 -0.150 -0. 156 -o. 196 -o. 197 -o. 136 -o. 143 -0. 156 -o. 161 
42 -0.068 0.00t -0.055 -0.425 -0.468 t .000 0.016 -0.186 -0.210 -0.244 -0.210 -0.216 -0.251 -0.297 -0.228 -0.237 -0.257 -0.230 
43 -0. 186 0.058 0.351 0. 106 -o. 124 0.016 1.000 ?.022 0.066 0.056 0.031 0.057 0.061 0. 14-1 0. 103 0. 112 o. 109 0. 104 
44 0. 133 -0.054 0.029 0.333 -0.143 -0.186 0.022 1.000 0.571 0.596 0.887 0.609 0.601 0.356 0. 262 0.277 0.272 0.249 
45 0.137 -0.030 0.077 0.358 -O.t46 -0.210 0.066 0.571 1.000 0.560 0.649 0.851 0.567 0.373 0.300 0.302 0.294 0.259 



:r 
°' !--' 

TABLE A.5.3 (CONT'D) 

MEANS, STANDARD DE.VIATIONS ANO CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN HiE REPORl: PUBLIC SENIOl~S G 

B 
0 B B B B B B B F M It 

N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I B 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 t 1 1 1 T T s L 

0 M t 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p A 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A C. 
s t 2 9 s 3 R B C G c D G I p p N K 

46 MATHBOTH 0.257 0.242 0.305 -o. 122 0. 184 0. t42 -o. to9 -0. 146 o. 107 0. 169 0. 220 0. 228 0.265 0.335 0.318 -o. 140 -0.254 
47 TOTREAO 0.217 0.230 0.272 -o. 144 0. 16 I o. t24 -0.096 -0.1320.134 0.188 0. 199 0. 254 o.258 o.3oo 0.281 -o. 161 -a.2~1 
48 TOTVOC 0.228 0.262 0.307 -0. 169 0. 160 0. 104 -0.098 -0.132 0. t270.164 0.208 0.234 0.239 0.285 0.271 -o. 134 -0.237 
49 TOTMATH 0.263 0.253 0.3t6 -0. t18 0. 190 0. 141 -0. 1 t5 -0. 150 0. to7 0. 17 t 0.224 0.229 0.272 0.347 0.333 -0. t43 -0.251 
50 EDPLANS 0.227 0.341 0.397 -o. 125 0. 158 0.047 -0.015 -0.027 0.169 0.126 0.173 0.184 0. 182 0.503 0.525 -0.054 0.036 
5t BB068A o. t96 0.290 0.32t -o. 113 0.143 0.029 -0.005 -0.025 b. 136 0.094 0. 135 0. 149 0. t37 0.372 0.369 -0.030 -0.003 
52 880688 o. t89 0.279 0.3t5 -0.112 o. t36 0.028 -0.005 -0.016 0.147 0.094 0. 138 0. 156 0. t43 0.402 0.404 -0.03t 0.005 
53 EB068C 0. 174 0.266 0.299 -0. 107 0. 123 0.034 0.004 -0.0JO 0. 151 0.105 0.135 0.151 0. 151 0.457 0.466 -0.035 0.033 
54 EB0680 0. t50 0.239 0.277 -0.096 o. 106 0.030 0.009 -0.005 0.155 0.098 o. 126 o. 142 O.t42 0.486 0.513 -0.020 0.039 

R R R R R M M M M M M M 
E E E E E B B A B B B B Y y y y 
G G G G L B B 0 H B B B B B B B B B 
I I I I c 0 0 V M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 A t t M W 0 5 5 5 5 I I 1 I 
B N N N N T t 1 T R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 9 
s t 2 3 4 H C 0 H K 6 E E F G A B E F 

46 0.087 -O.t68 0.073 0.023 0.060 0.266 0.357 0.677 0.263 -0.122 -0.032 0.066 0.015 0.02t 0.064 -0.0450.1170.153 
47 0.07t -o. 134 0.056 0.019 0.026 0.271 0.236 0.506 0.216 -0.081 -0.007 0.069 0.025 0.030 0.058 -0.019 0.095 o. 15t 
480.t05 -o. 160 0.04t 0.031 0.030 0.275 0.207 0.464 0.204 -0.064 0.006 0.067 0.004 0.030 0.043 -0.0610.1100.144 
49 0.093 -o. t75 0.081 0.016 0.062 0.269 0.376 0.698 0.281 -o. 129 -0.041 0.068 0.015 0.024 0.067 -0.048 0. 121 0. 153 
50 0.035 -0.034 -0.034 0.043 0.002 0.293 0.259 0.543 0.359 -o. 130·-0.053 0.069 -0.014 0.058 0.015 -o. 118 0.076 0.027 
5t 0.038 -0.020 -0.045 0.036 -0.002 0.231 0.202 0.421 0.231 -0.055 0.000 0.052 -0.004 0.052 0.006 -0.090 0.050 0.028 
52 0.033 -0.014 -0.048 0.039 0.002 0.243 0.215 0.452 0.253 -0.070 -0.024 0.050 -0.008 0.052 0.004 -0.095 0.049 0.019 
53 0.027 -0.012 -0.048 0.042 -0.001 0.244 0.22t 0.474 0.289 -0.102 -0.057 0.056 -0.009 0.051 0.009 -0.092 0.056 O.Ot4 
54 O.Ot9 -0.018 -0.045 0.054 o.oot 0.224 o. 196 0.434 0.29t -o. 120 -0.066 0.046 -0.016 0.042 0.007 -0.088 0.048 0.002 

R M 
M M G v E v A T T E 
A c A E 0 L A 0 T 0 T 0 0 B B E E 
B u c N c G D c H T 0 T p B B B B 
s T A E A s B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

.a E c D R T I 0 0 0 E v A A 6 6 6 6 
B N L E A N z T T T A 0 T N 8 8 8 8 
s T s M L L E H H II D c H s A B c D 

46 -0.057 0.047 0.427 -o. 184 -0.244 0.056 0.596 0.560 1.000 0.647 0.585 0.957 0.443 0.337 0.355 0.360 0.320 
47 -0.052 0.033 0.363 -o. 150 -0.2t0 0.03t 0.887 0.649 0.647 1.000 0.696 0.653 0.392 0.294 0. 305 0 303 0.273 
48 -0.027 0.075 0. 373 -o. 156 -0.216 0.057 0.609 0.851 0.585 0.696 1.000 0.595 0.386 0.306 o. 307 o. 295 0.260 
49 -0.062 0.050 0. 446 -o. 196 -0.251 0.061 0.601 0.567 0.957 0.653 0.595 1.000 0.464 0.349 0. 371 0. 377 0.337 
50 -0.005 o. t08 0. 486 -0. t97 -0.297 0. 144 0.356 0.373 o. 443 0.392 0.386 0.464 t .000 0.440 0. 478 0.543 0.599 
5t -0.003 0.081 0.358 -o. 136 -0.228 0. t03 0.262 0.300 0.337 0.294 0.306 0.349 0.440 t .000 0.8-18 0.610 0.421 
52 -0.00t 0.085 0.377 -o. 143 -0.237 0. 112 0.277 0.302 0.355 0.305 0.307 0.371 0.478 0.848 1.000 0.718 0. 493 
53 -o.oot 0.074 0.406 -0.156 -0.257 0. to9 0.272 0.294 0.360 0.303 0.295 0.377 0.543 0.610 0.718 1.000 0.694 
54 0.01 t 0.074 0.387 -o. 161 -0. 230 0. to4 0.249 0.259 0.320 0.273 0.260 0.337 0.599 0.421 0. 493 0.694 1.900 



TABLE A.5.4 (CONT'D) 

MEANS, STANOARO DEVIATIONS ANO CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SENIORS 

OBS _NAME BB101 BB042 BB039 SIBS BB103 BOTHPAR BB037B BB037C BB047G BB104C BB1040 BB104G BB10·11 fATEXP 

1 MEAN 5.057 4.995 5.843 2.922 7.482 0.843 1. 771 1. 529 2.485 0.900 0.846 0.888 0 861 0.733 
2 STDEV 1.683 2.457 2.805 1.948 1. 871 0.364 0.845 0.807 1. 102 0.300 0.361 0.315 0.3-t6 0.442 
·3-BBT01 1.000 0.334 0.434 -O.Q32 0.417 0.282 -Q.10s -0.077 o:o95 0.056 0. 108 0. 149 0. 141 0.310 
4 BB042 0.334 1.000 0.554 -0.036 0.235 -0.025 0.030 0.062 0.060 0.047 0.097 0. 150 0.093 0. 197 
5 BB039 0.434 0.554 1.000 -0.015 0.297 0.014 -0. 119 -0.068 Q.094 0.037 0.088 0. 153 0.086 0.307 
6 SIBS -0.032 -0.036 -0.015 1.000 0. 180 0.008 -0. 127 -o. 125 -0.095 0.039 -0.010 -0.028 -0.060 -0.077 
7 BB 103 o. 417 0.235 0.297 o. 180 1.000 0. 161 -0. 138 -0.072 0.089 0.114 0.148 0.18:l 0.151 0.120 
8 BOTHPAR 0.282 -0.025 0.014 0.008 0.161 1.000 -0. 157 -o. 178 0.044 0.085 0. 112 0. 122 0. 110 0.233 
9 BB037B -o. 108 0.030 -0. 119 -o. 127 -0. 138 -o. 157 1.000 0.601 -0.040 -0.046 -0.054 -0.002 -o.oao -o. 114 

10 BB037C -0.077 0.062 -0.068 -o. 125 -0.072 -0. 178 0.601 1.000 -0.011 -0.056 -0.050 -0.070 -0.075 -o. 139 
11 BB047Q 0.095 0.060 0.094 -0.095 0.089 0.044 -0.040 -0.011 1.000 0.046 0.056 0.075 0.094 0. 101 

OBS MOTEXP HISPAN BLACK REGION! REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATll BB011C BB01 ID ADVMTH HMWRK BB016 BB059E 

1 0.782 0.058 0.050 0.347 0.239 0.263 0.151 0.639 0.286 0.280 2.994 5. 182 2. 130 0.299 
2 0.413 0.234 0.217' 0.476 0.426 0.440 0.358 0.480 0.452 0.449 1.340 3.772 1. 144 0.458 
3 0.218 -0. 102 -o. 112 -0.078 0.080 -0.038 0.054 -0.090 0.092 o. 106 0.230 0. 135 -0.027 0. 140 
4 0.208 -0. 103 0.035 -0.032 0.032 -o. 102 o. 133 -0.217 0. 122 0. 122 0.239 0.260 -0.008 0.071 
5 0.261 -0.091 -0.054 -0.037 0.048 -o. 119 0.142 -0.157 0. 157 o. 144 0.291 0.216 0.005 o. 103 

6 -0.055 -0.004 -0.005 -0.065 -0.051 0. 130 -0.013 0.201 -0.023 0.024 -0.061 -0.047 -0.00G -0.047 

7 0. 112 -o. 130 -0.111 -0.034 0.042 0.048 -0.064 0.008 0.053 0.050 o. 123 0. 116 -0.035 0.047 
8 0.091 -0.017 -o. 147 -0.038 0.022 0.039 -0.024 0.096 0.056 0.052 0.020 0.001 -0.062 -0.021 
9 -0.055 0.096 0.185 -0.019 0.024 -0.054 0.064 -0.070 -0.029 -0.074 -0.094 -0.049 0.027 0.0-12 


10 -o.oG8 0.102 0.205 -0.058 0.047 -0.051 0.0115 -o·.118 0.002 -0.039 -0.061 -0.012 o.o5·1 o.m;s 

11 0. 122 -0.033 -0.012 0.000 -0.012 0.023 -0.014 -0.045 0.059 0.045 0.058 0. 188 -0.016 -0.073 

DBS MBB053E MBB053F MBB053Q MYBOl9A MYB019B MYB019E MYB019F MAB SENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCHCAlH 

1 2.989 2.875 2.416 2.307 2. 142 2.454 2.934 1.990 0.227 0.693 0.210 0.088 6.209 0.657 
2 0.344 0.296 0.312 0.284 0.401 0.299 0.080 0.304 0. 137 0.461 0.407 0.284 0.904 0.475 
3 0.189 -0.010 0.121 0.125 -0.078 0.245 0.213 -0.067 o. 186 0.178 -0.098 -0.1-16 ··0.056 -0:093___ 
4 0.296 -0.017 0.205 0.137 -0.101 0.313 0.165 -0.010 0.253 0.246 -0. 189 -0. 128 -0. 104 -0.217 
5 0.299 -0.034 0.184 0.155 -0.112 0.337 0.189 0.001 0.288 0.303 -0.211 -0.192 -0.112 -0.186 

6 -0.097 0.066 -0.018 -0.048 -0.000 -0.116 -0.084 -0.013 -0.068 -0.058 0.041 0.043 0.081 0. 178 

7 o. 121 0.009 o. 125 0.089 -0.077 o. 137 0.138 -o. 107 0.085 0. 119 -0.083 -0.061 -0.000 -0.032 

8 -0.032 0.011 0.006 0.011 0.013 0.024 0.001 -0.019 -0.025 0.010 0.021 -0.03G 0.041 o.056 

9 -0.050 -0.009 -0.029 0.010 0.075 -0.033 -0.061 ·0.010 -0.072 -0.073 0.044 0.045 -0.028 0.014 


10 0.034 -0.054 0.031 0.050 0.077 0.028 -0.024 -0.015 -0.002 -0.052 0.039 0.024 --O.OB6 -0.048 
11 0.040 0.011 0.027 0.005 -0.022 0.087 0.069 0.015 0.013 0.054 -0.059 --0.005 -0.041 -0.026 

OBS SCllOPRIV SCHELITE READBOTH VOCBOTl-I MATHBOTH TOT READ TOTVOC TOTMA ft-I EDPLANS BB068A BB068B EB068C EB0680 

1 0.340 0.003 5.109 5.423 12.312 12.283 15.342 21.568 2.893 0.672 0.706 0.747 0.784 
2 0.474 0.054 1.992 1.808 3.934 3.989 5.406 5.780 0.948 0.470 0.456 0.435 0.412 
3 0.089 0.042 0.091 0.151 0. 189 0.120 0. 137 0. 192 0.227 0.236 0.213 0.228 0. 172 
4 0.210 0.055 0. 158 0.223 0.225 0.184 0.230 0.236 0.335 0.266 0.266. 0.256 0.236 
5 0. 181 0.052 0.209 0.250 0.293 0.244 0.249 0.307 0.373 0.285 0.285 0.281 0.265 
6 -0. 176 -0.019 -0.054 -0.092 -0.048 -0.059 -0.099 -0.053 -0.079 -0.056 -0.084 -0.093 -O.OGO 
1 0.020 0.042 o.096 0.141 o. 118 0.122 0.110 o. 124 o. 141 o. 148 o. 136 o. 110 o.094 
8 -0.056 -0.000 0.057 0.088 0.040 0.066 0.065 0.043 -0.025 0.039 0.016 -0.007 -0.001 
9 -0.013 -0.009 -0.094 -0. 103 -o. 142 -0. 117 -0. 106 -o. 159 -0.028 -0.040 -0.041 -0.030 -0.066 

10 0.048 -0 ..002 -0.066 -0.080 -0.090 -0.074 -0.088 -0.084 0.005 -0.031 -0.014 -0.006 -0.037 
11 0.025 0.011 0.073 0.099 0.067 0.080 0.087 0.063 o. 123 0.095 0. 113 0. 147 0. 142 

t 
N °' 
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DEVIATIONS ANO CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USEO IN THE REPO~f: PRIVATE.SENIORS :l 

OBS _NAME B8101 B8042 BB039 SlBS BB103 BOHIPAR BB037B B8037C 8B047G BB104C BB1040 BB104G BBI04I FAT EXP 

12 BB 104C 0.056 0.047 0.037 0.039 o. 114 0.085 -0.046 -0.056 0.046 1.000 0.385 0.463 0.381 0.090 
13 BB 1040 0. 108 0.097 0.008 -0.010 0. 148 0.112 -0.054 -0.050 0.056 0.385 1.000 0.378 0. 401 O. 13G 
14 BBI04G 0. 149 0.150 0.153 -0.028 0.183 o. 122 -0.082 -0.070 0.075 0.463 0.378 1.000 0. 423 O. IG7 
15 B8104I o. 141 0.093 0.086 -0.060 o. 151 0.110 -0.080 -0.075 0.094 0.381 0.401 0. 423 1.000 o. 146 
16 FATEXP 0.310 o. 197 0.307 -0.011 o. 120 0.233 -o. 114 -o. 139 0.101 0.090 0.136 0. 167 0. 146 1.000 
17 MOT EXP 0.218 0.208 0.261 -0.055 o. 112 0.091 -0.055 -0.068 0. 122 o. 114 o. 137 0. 198 0. 156 0. 711 
18 HI SPAN -o. 102 -o. 103 -0.091 -0.004 -o. 130 -0.017 0.096 o. 102 -0.033 -0.052 -0.039 -0.049 -0.062 -0.025 
19 BLACK -o. 112 0.035 -0.054 -0.005 -o. 111 -o. 147 0.165 0.205 -0.012 -0.023 -0.035 -0.052 -0.028 -0.071 
20 REGION! -0.078 -0.032 -0.037 -0.065 -0.034 -0.038 -0.019 -0.051! 0.000 0.063 0.084 0.062 0.0.12 0.028 
21 REGION2 0.080 0:·032 0.048 -0.051 0.042 0.022 0.024 0.047. -0.012 -0.027 -o. 109 -0.040 -0.021 0.013 
22 REGION3 -0.038 -o. 102 -o. 119 0. 130 0.048 0.039 -0.054 -0.051 0.023 -0.002 -0.001 -0.036 0.009 -0.070 

OBS MOTEXP HISPAN BLACK REGION1 REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATH BB011C BB011D ADVMTM llMWRK BB016 BB059E 

12 0. 114 -0.052 -0.023 0.063 -0.027 -0.002 -0.049 0. 127 0.019 0.040 0.076 0.046 -0.034 -0.003 
13 0. 137 -0.039 -0.035 0.084 -o. 109 -0.001 0.020 0. 104 0.066 0.047 0. 148 0. 116 -0.074 -0.020 
14 0. 198 -0.049 -0.052 0.062 -0.040 -0.036 0.009 0.083 0.087 0.077 0. 182 0. 108 -0.028 0.02-1 
15 0. 156 -0.062 -0.028 0.042 -0.021 0.009 -0.042 0.068 0.045 0.085 0. 164 0.096 -o. 109 0.002 
16 0. 711 -0.025 -0.071 0.028 0.013 -0.010 0.034 0.001 0. 138 0. 149 0.307 o. 180 -0.052 -0.015 
17 1.000 0.005 0.001 0.019 0.020 -0.078 0.047 0.020 0. 155 0. 175 0.335 0. 188 -0.068 -0.021 
18 0.005 1.000 -0.057 -0.075 -0.022 -Q.043 0.178 0. 113 -0.021 -0.034 -0.044 -0. 0 II 0.055 0.030 
19 0.001 -0.057 1.000 -0.021 0.000 0.009 0.016 -o. 112 0.004 -0.009 -0.924 0.001 0.022 -0.027 
20 0.019 -0.075 -0.021 1.000 -0.408 -0.436 -0.307 0.151 -0.064 0.010 0.225 0.065 0.011 -0.050 
21 0.020 -0.022 0.000 -o. 408 1.000 -0.335 -0.236 -0.249 -0.075 0.019 -0.001 -0.081 -0.053 0.039 
22 -0.078 -0.043 0.009 -0.436 -0.335 1.000 -0.252 0. 195 0.054 -0.002 -0. 149 -0.053 -0.039 -0.003 1" 

°'VJ OBS MBB053E MBB053F MBB053G MYB019A MYB019B MYB019E MYB019F MABSENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCHCATH 

12 -0.018 0.043 -0.017 0.064 0.010 0.039 0.097 -0.063 -0.013 0.060 -0.059 0.004 0.067 0.011 
13 0.082 0.073 0.052 0. 140 0.037 0.086 o. 139 -0.083 0.005 0. 112 -0.083 -0.041 0.0.-18 0.025 
14 0.058 0.0'17 0.040 0.099 0.003 0.087 0.149 -0.080 0.044 0.156 -0. 108 -0.074 0.038 -0.027 
15 0.041 0.032 0.003 0.096 -0.002 0.057 o. 106 -0.047 0.045 0.087 -0.080 -0.007 0.045 -0.029 
16 0. 142 0.065 0.088 0.138 -0.009 0. 154 o. 151 -0.072 0.093 0 ..290 '"0.158 -0.236 -0.019 -0.020 
17 0. 153 0.078 0.104 o. 136 0.020 0.133 0.125 -0.066 0.081 0.346 -o. 202 -0.263 -0.014 0.002 
18 0.008 0.084 -0.008 0.010 0.040 -0.056 -0. 166 0.035 0.049 -0.028 0.05·1 -0.025 0.007 0.052 
19 -0.018 -0.057 -0.005 0.017 0.055 -0.081 -o. 115 0.055 -0.015 0.025 -0.015 -0.021 -0.025 0.032 
20 0.073 0. 157 0.018 -0.042 -o. 158 -o. 139 0.016 0.006 -0.083 0. 122 -o. 172 0.068 0. 238 0.066 
21 -0.088 -o. 253 -0.085 0.076 0.049 0.075 0.052 -o. 109 0.044 0.011 0.055 -0.09G -0.289 -0.212 
22 -0. 149 0. 114 -0.078 -o. 105 0. 108 -0.227 -0.014 -0.100 -0.234 -0. 166 0. 127 0.078 0.257 0.278 

OBS SCHOPRIV SCHEU TE READBOTH VOCBOTH MATl-IBOTH TO TREAD TOTVOC TOTMATH EDPLANS BB068A BBOG813 EB068C EB068D 

12 -0.012 0.007 0.083 0.096 0.087 . 0.086 0.081 0.090 0.076 0. 0'79 0.062 0.068 0.037 
13 -0.026 0.015 C.104 0.141 0. 145 0.128. 0. 125 0. 142 0. 129 0. 127 0.100 0.111 0.078 
14 0.026 0.014 o. 158 0.202 0. 195 0. 194 o. 199 0. 188 0. 175 0. 172 o. 169 0. 173 0. 152 
15 0.027 0.013 0. 162 0.180 0.183 0. 170 0.170 0.197 o. 153 0.116 0.085 0.096 o. 103 
16 0.017 0.024 0.209 0.224 0.285 0.224 0.212 0.281 0.418 0.318 0.355 0.410 0. 448 
t7 -0.005 0.023 0.216 0.237 0.322 0.234 0.240 0.308 0.458 0. 3tl I 0.400 0.462 0.505 
18 -0.051 -0.010 -0.065 -0.011 -0.096 -0.096 -0.089 -0. 103 0.037 0.003 -0.005 0.006 -0.005 
19 -0.032 0.004 -0.082 -0.098 -o. 112 -0.098 -0.086 -o. 111 0.057 0.010 0.037 0.051 0.053 
20 -0.065 -0.016 0.074 o. 113 o. 113 0.084 0. 156 o. 117 0.045 0.077 O.OG6 0.026 0.017 
21 0. 210 0.025 -0.048 -0.063 -0.027 -0.029 -0.082 -0.028 0.022 -0.003 0.00'9 0.037 0.0·10 
22 -0.280 0.011 -0.013 -0.049 -0.082 -0.034 -0.010 -0.095 -0.095 -0.090 -0.085 -0.080 -0.070 



TABLE A.5.4 (CONT'D) 


MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS ANO CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SENIORS 3 

OBS -NAME- 88101 B8042 BB039 SIBS BB103 BOTHPAR BB037B BB037C BB047G BB104C 8BI040 B810•1G 881041 FAT EXP 

23 REGION4 0.054 o. 133 0. 142 -0.013 -0.064 -0.024 0.064 0.085 -0.014 -0.049 0.020 0.009 -0.042 0.034 
24 RELCATH -0.090 -0.217 -o. 157 0.201 0.008 0.096 -0.070 -0. 118 -0.045 0. t27 0.104 0.083 0.068 0.001 
25 8BOl 1C 0.092 o. 122 0. 157 -0.023 0.053 0.056 -0.029 0.002 0.059 0.019 0.066 0.087 0.045 0. 138 
26 BBOl 10 0.106 o. 122 0. 144 0.024 0.050 0.052 -0.074 -0.039 0.045 0.040 0.047 0.077 0.085 o. 149 
27 AOVMTH 0.230 0.239 0.291 -0.061 0. 123 0.020 -0.094 -0.061 0.058 0.076 0. 148 0. 182 0. 164 0.307 
28 HMWRK 0. 135 0.260 0.216 -0.047 o. 116 0.001 -0.049 -0.012 0. 188 0.046 0. 116 0. 108 0.096 0. 180 
29 BB016 -0.027 -0.008 0.005 -0.006 -0.035 -0.062 0.027 0.054 -0.016 -0.034 -0.074 -0.028 -0. 109 -0.052 
30 BB059E 0. 140 0.071 0.103 -0.047 0.047 -0.021 0.042 0.055 -0.073 -0.003 -0.020 0.024 0.002 -0.015 
31 MBB053E 0. 189 0.296 0.299 -0.097 o. 121 -0.032 -0.050 0.034 0.040 -0.018 0.082 0.058 0.041 0. 142 
32 MBB053F -0.010 -0.017 -0.034 0.066 0.009 0.017 -0.009 -0.054 0.011 0.043 0.073 0.017 0.032 0.065 
33 MBB053G 0. 121 0.205 0.184 -0.018 0. 125 0.006 -0.029 0.031 0.027 -0.017 0.052 0.040 0.003 0.088 

OBS MOTEXP HI SPAN BLACK REGION I REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATl-1 BB011C BBOl 10 ADVMTH HMWRK 88016 BB059E 

23 0.047 0. 178 0.016 -0.307 -0. 236 -0.252 1.000 -0.144 0.107 -0.034 -o. 114 0.076 0.096 0. 133 
24 0.020 0. 113 -0. 112 o. 151 -,0.249 o. 195 -0.144 1.000 0.063 0.025 0.052 -0.058 -0.072 -0. 119 
25 0.155 -0.021 0.004 -0.064 -0.075 0.054 0.107 0.063 1.000 0.408 0.269 0.198 0.003 0.023 
26 o. 175 -0.034 -0.009 0.010 0.019 -0.002 -0.034 0.025 0.408 1.000 0.447 0.222 -0.082 -0.050 
27 0. 335 -0.044 -0.024 0.225 -0.001 -0. 149 -0. 114 0.052 0.269 0.447 1.000 0.304 -o. 125 -0.008 
28 0. 188 -0.011 0.001 0.065 -0.081 -0.053 0.076 -0.058 0. 198 0.222 0.304 1.000 -o. 125 -o. 117 
29 -0.068 0.055 0.022 0.011 -0.053 -0.039 0.096 -0.072 0.003 -0.082 -o. 125 -o. 125 1.000 0.279 
30 -0.021 0.030 -0.027 -0.050 0.039 -0.093 o. 133 -o. 119 0.023 -0.050 -0.008 -0. 117 0.279 1.000 
31 o. 153 0.008 -0.018 0.073 -0.088 -0. 149 0. 190 -0.206 0.037 0.091 0.323 0.322 -0.020 0.081 
32 0.078 0.084 -0.057 0. 157 -0.253 0. 114 -0.047 0.354 0.033 0.055 o. 153 0. 145 -0.092 -0. 119 
33 o. 104 -0.008 -0.005 0.018 -0.085 -0.078 o. 113 -0.041 0.048 0.086 0.227 0.263 -0.052 -0.002 

:r 
°' ~ 

OBS MBB053E MBB053F MBB053G MYB019A MYBOl9B MYB019E MYB019F MAB SENT MCUTCLS ACAOEM GENERAL VOCAlNL LGSIZE SCltCATli 

23 0.190 -0.047 o. 173 0.095 0.020 0.375 -0.066 0.246 0.349 0.029 0.007 -0.072 -0.287 -o. 178 
24 -0.206 0.354 -0.041 -0.027 0. 129 -0.352 -o. 160 -0.230 -0.385 -0.027 -0.016 0.067 0.476 o. 710 
25 0.037 0.033 0.048 0.044 -0.031 0.071 0.032 -0.004 0.082 0.209 -o. 135 -o. 134 0.050 0.063 
26 0.091 0.055 0.086 0.098 0.027 0.051 0.069 -0.059 0.016 0.221 -0.157 -0. 120 0.023 0.030 
27 0.323 0. 153 0.227 0.291 0.065 0. 113 o. 163 -0.217 0.040 0'.468 -0.292 -0.309 0.058 0.056 
28 0.322 0. 145 0. 263 0.188 -0.004 0.260 o. 138 -0.083 0. 114 0.270 -o. 235 -0.092 -·0.005 -o. 118 
29 -0.020 -0.092 -0.052 -o. 127 -o. 129 0.039 -0.036 0.195 0. 148 -0.068 0.035 0.051 -0.066 -0.095 
30 0.081 -0. 119 -0.002 0.010 -o. 174 0. 119 0.040 0.109 0.293 0.004 0.030 -0.061 -0.080 -o. 157 
31 1.000 0.270 0. 759 0. 487 .o. 194 0.412 0.226 -0.206 0.215 0.316 -0.257 -0. 138 -o. 217 -0.231 
32 0.270 1.000 0.418 0.220 0.295 -o. 143 0.012 -0.461 -0.372 0. 135 -o. 151 0.01·1 0.490 0.431 
33 0. 759 0.418 1.000 0.432 0.340 0.291 o_.200 -0.317 -0.013 0.256 -0.212 -0. 111 -0.089 0.036 

OBS SCHOPRIV SCHELi TE READBOTH VOCBOTH MATHBOTH TOTREAD TOTVOC TOTMATH EOPLANS Bl3068A BB068B E13068C EB0680 

23 0.181 -0.023 -0.027 -0.014 -0.015 -0.036 -0.024 -0.001 0.030 0.012 0.006 0.021 0.016 
24 -o. 705 -0.052 -0.038 -0.029 -0.038 -0.074 -0.050 -0.054 -0.063 -0.030 -0.021 -0.051 -·0.025 
25 -0.064 0.008 0.225 0.291 0.268 0.253 0.318 0.276 0.262 o. 177 0. 183 0.206 0. 196 
26 -0.034 0.031 0.252 0.245 0.402 0.274 0.285 0.429 0.278 0.204 0.208 0. 221 0.190 
27 -0.063 0.059 0.395 0.447 0.620 0.444 0.447 0.640 0.522 0.·107 0.. 42·1· 0.428 0.381 
28 0. 111 0.062 0.219 0.265 0.260 0.228 0.260 0.278 0.376 0. 202 0.222 0. 256 0.251 
29 0.095 0.002 -0. 121 -0.085 -o. 137 -o. 121 -0.070 -0. 140 -0.084 -0.032 -0.060 -0.065 -0.073 
30 o. 156 0.006 -0.018 -0.006 -0.060 -0.003 -0.007 -0.060 -0.021 0.038 0.012 -0.014 -0.048 
31 0.222 0.084 0.203 0.247 0.2-34 0.226 0.249 0.260 0.282 0.242 0.226 0.219 0. 153 
32 -0.436 0.030 ·0.093 0. 133 o. 105 0.073 o. 135 0.087 0.099 0.092 O.OS:! 0.071 0.0.-16 
33 -0.044 0.063 0.097 0. 133 o. 134 o. 104 0. 121 0. 145 0.176 0. 175 0. 169 0. 153 0. 111 



4 

TABLE A.5. 4 (CONT'D) 
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPURr: PRIVATE SENIORS 

OBS _NAME BB101 BB042 BB039 SIBS BB103 BOT HPAR BB037B BB037C BB047G BB 104C BB1040 BB104G 601041 FATEXP 

34 MVB019A 0.125 o. 137 0. 155 -0.048 0.089 0.017 0.010 0.050 0.005 0.064 0. 140 0.099 0.096 0. 138 
35 MVB019B -0.078 -0. 101 -o. 112 -0.000 -0.077 0.013 0.075 0.077 -0.022 0.010 0.037 0.003 -0.002 -0.009 
36 MYB019E 0.245 0.313 0.337 -o. 116 o. 137 0.024 -0.033 0.028 0.087 0.039 0.086 0.087 0.057 0. 154 
37 MVB019F 0.213 o. 165 0. 189 -0.084 o. 138 0.081 -0.061 -0.024 0.069 0.097 0. 139 0. 1·19 0. 106 0. 151 
38 MAB SENT -0.067 -0.010 0.001 -0.013 -o. 107 -0.079 -0.010 -0.015 0.015 -0.063 -0.083 -0.080 -0.047 -0.072 
39 MCUTCLS 0.186 o. 253 0.288 -0.068 0.085 -0.025 -0.012 -0.002 0.013 -0.013 0.005 0.04·1 0.045 0.093 
40 ACADEM 0.178 0.246 0.303 -0.058 0. 119 0.010 -0.073 -0.052 0.054 0.060 0.112 o. 156 0.087 0.290 
41 GENERAL -0.098 -0. 189 -0. 211 0.041 -0.083 0.027 0.044 0.039 -0.059 -0.059 -0.083 -o. 108 -0.080 -0. 158 
42 VOCATNL -o. 146 -o. 128 -0.192 0.043 -0.061 -0.036 0.045 0.024 -0.005 0.004 -0.041 -0.074 -0.007 -0.238 
43 LGSIZE -0.056 -o. 104 -0. 112 0.081 -0.000 0.041 -0.028 -0.086 -0.041 0.067 0.048 0.038 0.045 -0.019 
44 SCMCATli -0.093 -0.217 -0. 186 o. 178 -0.032 0.056 0.014 -0.048 -0.026 0.011 0.025 -0.027 -0.029 ··0.020 

/ 

OBS MOTEXP HI SPAN BLACK REGlON1 REGlON2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATH BB011C BBOl 10 ADVMTH MMWRK 66016 OB05!::lE 

34 0. 136 0.010 0.017 -0.042 0.076 -o. 105 0.095 -0.027 0.044 0.098 0.291 0. 188 -0. 127 0.010 
35 0.020 0.040 0.055 -0. 158 0.049 0. 108 0.020 o. 129 -0.031 0.027 0.065 -0.004 -0. 129 -o. 174 
36 0. 133 -0.056 -0.081 -0. 139 0.075 -0.227 0.375 -0.352 0.071 0.051 0. 113 0.260 0.039 0. 119 
37 0. 125 -o. 166 -0. 115 0.016 0.052 -0.014 -0.066 -0.160 0.032 0.069 0.163 0. 138 -0.036 0.040 
38 -0.066 0.035 0.055 0.006 -0.109 -o. 100 0.246 -0.230 -0.004 -0.059 -0.217 -0.083 0. 195 0. 109 
39 0.081 0.049 -0.015 -0.083 0.044 -0.234 0.349 -0.385 0.082 0.016 0.040 0. 114 0. 148 0.293 
40 0.346 -0.028 0.025 0.122 0.011 -o. 166 0.029 -0.027 0.209 0.221 0.468 0.2"70 -0.068 0.004 
41 -0. 202 0.054 -0.015 -0. 172 0.055 o. 127 0.007 -0.016 -0. 135 -o. 157 -0.292 -0.235 0.035 0.030 
42 -0.263 -0.025 -0.021 0.068 -0.096 0.078 -0.072 0.067 -0. 134 -0.120 -0.309 -0.092 0.051 -0.06 •. 
43 -0.014 0.007 -0.025 o. 238 -0.289 0.257 -0.287 0.476 0.050 0.023 0.058 -0.005 -0.066 -0.080 
44 0.002 0.052 0.032 0.066 -0.212 0.278 -o. 178 0.710 0.063 0.030 0.056 -o. 118 -0.095 -0. 157 

OBS MBB053E MBB053F MBB053G MVBOl9A MVB019B MVB019E MYB019F MABSENT MCUTCLS ACAOEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCllCATM 

34 0.487 0.220 0.432 1.000 0.591 0.373 Q.266 -0.544 -o. 122 0.262 -o. 136 -0.218 -o. 292 0. 103 
35 0. 194 0.295 0.340 0.591 1.000 0.081 0.041 -0.448 -0.599 0.0•10 0.004 -0.01~ ··O. 224 0.313 
36 0.412 -o. 143 0.291 0.373 0.081 1.000 0.420 0.051 0.329 0. 158 -0.069 -o. 165 -0.597 -0.361 
37 0. 226 0.012 0.200 0.266 0.041 0.420 1.000 -0.221 -0.003 0. 152 -0.095 -0. 109 -0. 141 -0.084 
38 -o. 206 -0.461 -o. 317 -0.544 -0.448 0.051 -0.221 1.000 0.524 -o. 169 0. 123 0.072 ··O. 254 -0.419 
39 0.215 -0.372 -0.013 -o. 122 -0.599 0.329 -0.003 0.524 1.000 0.096 -0.040 -0.099 -0.265 -0.565 
40 0.316 0.135 0.256 0.262 0.040 0. 158 o. 152 -o. 169 0.096 1.000 -o. 774 -0.468 -0.009 -0.012 
41 -0.257 -o. 151 -0.212 -0. 136 0.004 -0.069 -0.095 0. 123 -0.040 -0.774 1.000 -0. 160 -0.093 ··0.005 
42 -0. 138 0.014 -o. 111 -0.218 -0.074 -o. 165 -o. 109 0.072 -0.099 -0.468 -o. 160 1.000 0. 168 0.027 
43 -o. 217 0.490 -0.089 -0.292 -0.224 -0.597 -o. 14 1 -0.254 -0.265 -0.009 -0.093 o. 168 1.000 0. 471 
44 -0.231 0. 431 0.036 0.103 0.313 -0.361 -0.084 -0.419 -0.565 -0.012 -0.005 0.027 0.471 1.000 

:r­
0\ 
VI 

OBS SCHOPRIV SCHELITE READBOTH VOCBOTH MATHBOTH TOTREAD TOTVOC TOTMATH EDPLANS BB068A BB068B EB068C EB068D 

34 -o. 111 0.071 0. 117 o. 165 0. 145 0. 111 0.155 o. 155 0.232 0.212 0. 208 0. 193 o. 142 
35 -0. 317 0.032 -0.026 -0.036 -0.045 -0.049 -0.067 -0.047 0.009 0.025 0.022 0.010 -0.001 
36 0.357 0.040 0.079 0. 143 0.089 0. 107 0. 135 0.113 0.208 0. 165 0. 159 0. 149 0. 115 
37 0.085 -0.009 0.130 0.196 0. 172 0. 157 0. 173 0.171 0. 171 o. 211 0.214 0. 157 (). 135 
38 0. 422 -0.018 -o. 107 -o. 147 -o. 117 -0. 102 -o. 133 -0. 108 -0.098 -o. 149 -o. 149 -o. 131 -0. 10-1 
39 0.565 0.012 0.062 0.086 0.099 0.091 0. 102 0.118 o. 136 0.072 0.067 0.095 0.082 
40 0.008 0.035 0.312 0.331 0.403 0."327 0.343 0.405 0.465 0.353 0.384 0. 406 0.388 
4 I 0.009 -0.021 -o.. 205 -0.242 -0.255 -0. 217 -o. 256 -0.269 -0.284 -0.222 -0. 2·10 -0.252 -0. 236 
42 -0.025 -0.017 -o. 172 -0. 166 -0.243 -0.176 -o. 168 -0.236 -0.328 -0.229 -0.256 -0.279 -0.281 
43 -o. 469 -0.026 0.045 0.049 0.027 0.022 0.052 0.013 -0.062 -O.OOG 0 001 ··0.015 -0.011 
44 -0.993 -0.075 -0.084 -0.057 -0.079 -0. 126 -0.073 -0. 103 -0.073 0.000 0.017 -0.010 0.008 



TABLE A.5.4 (CONT'D) 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS ~ND CORRELATION COEFFICl~NTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVAfE SENIORS 5 

B R 
B B B 

;;; 
0 B B B B F M H E 

B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 I B G 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 T l s L I 

0 M I 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p A 0 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A c N 

s 1 2 9 s 3 R B C G c 0 G I p p N K 1 

45 SCHOPRIV 0.089 0.210 0. 181 -o. 176 0.028 -0.056 -0.013 0.048 0.025 -0.012 -0.026 0.026 0.027 0.017 -0.005 -0.051 -0.032 -0.065 
46 SCHELITE 0.042 0.055 0.052 -0.019 0.042 -0.000 -0.009 -0.002 o. 011 0.007 0.015 0.014 0.013 0.024 0.023 -0.010 0.004 -0.016 
47 REAOBOTH 0.091 0. 158 0.209 -0.054 0.096 0.057 -0.094 -0.066 0.073 0.083 0. t04 0. 158 0.162 0.209 0.216 -0.065 -0.082 O.OH 
48 VOCBOTH 0. 151 0.223 0.250 -0.092 o. 141 0.088 -o. 103 -0.080 0.099 0.096 0.141 0.202 0.180 0.224 0.237 -0.077 -0.098 0. I 13 
49 MATHBOTH 0. 189 0.225 0.293 -0.048 0.118 0.040 -0. 142 -0.090 0.067 0.087 o. 145 0.195 0. 183 0. 2.85 0.322 -0.096-0.112 0. I 13 
50 TOTREAD 0.120 0.184 0.244 -0.059 o. 122 0.066 -o. 117 -0.074 0.080 0.086 0.128 o. 194 0.170 0.224 0.234 -0.096 -0.098 0.08·1 
51 TOTVOC 0.137 0.230 0.249 -0.099 0. 110 0.065 -o. 106 -0.088 0.087 0.081 0.125o.199 0.170 0.212 0.240 -0.089 -0.08G 0.156 
52 TOTMATH 0. 192 0.236 0.307 -0.053 o ..124 0.043 -o. 159 -0.084 0.063 0.090 0.142 0.188 0.197 0.281 0.308 -0.103 -0.111 0. I 17 
53 EOPLANS 0.227 0.335 0.313 -0.079 0.141 -0.025 -0.028 0.005 o. 123 0.0'76 o. 129 0.175 0.153 0.418 0.458 0.037. 0.057 0.045 

R R R R M M M M M M M M 
B y E E E E B A B B B B y y y A 

G G G L B B D H B B B B B B B B B B 
I I I C 0 0 V M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 s 

0 0 0 0 A 1 1 M W 0 5 5 5 5 I 1 I I E 
B N N N T 1 I T R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 9 N 
s 2 3 4 H c 0 H K 6 E E F G A B E F T 

~ 
"' "' 

45 0.210 -o. 280 o. 181 -o. 705 -0.064 -0.034 -0.063 0. 111 0.095 0. 156 0.222 -0.436 -0.044 -o. 111 -o. 317 0.357 0.085 0.422 
46 0.025 0.011 -0.023 -0.052 0.008 0.031 0.059 0.062 0.002 0.006 0.084 0.030 0.063 0.071 0.032 0.0·10 -0.009 -0.018 
47 -0.048 -0.013 -0.027 -0.038 0.225 0.252 0.395 0.219 -0. 121 -0.018 0.203 0.093 0.097 o. 117 -0.026 0.079 0.130 -0. 107 
48 -0.063 -0.049 -0.014 -0.029 0.291 0.245 0.447 0.265 -0.085 -0.006 0.247 0.133 0. 133 o. 165 -0.036 0.1-'13 0.196 -0. 147 
49 -0.027 -0.082 -0.015 -0.038 0.268 0.402 0.620 o. 260 -o. 137 -0.060 0.234 o. 105 0. 134 o. 145 -0.045 0.089 0. 172 -0. 117 
50 -0.029 -0.034 -0.036 -0.074 0.253 0.274 0.444 o. 228 -o. 121 -0.003 0.226 0.073 0.104 O. 1I1 -0.049 0. 107 0. 157 -o. 102 
51 -0.082 -0.070 -0.024 -0.050 0.318 0.285 0.447 0.260 -0.070 -0.007 0.249 o. 135 o. 121 0. 155 -0.067 0. 135 0. 173 -0. 133 
52 -0.028 -0.095 -0.001 -0.054 0.276 0.429 0.640 0.278 -0. 140 -0.060 0.260 0.087 0. 145 0.155 -0.047 0. I 13 0. 171 -0. 108 
53 0.022 -0.095 0.030 -0.063 o. 262 0.278 0.522 0.376 -0.084 -0.021 0.282 0.099 0.176 0.232 0.009 0.208 0. 17 I -0.098 

s S R M 
M G V s c C E v A T T E 
c A E 0 L c H H A 0 T 0 T 0 0 B B ·e E 
u c N C G H 0 E 0 c H T 0 T p B B B B 
T A E A s c p L B B B R T M L 0 0 0 0 

0 c D R T I A R I 0 0 0 E v A A 6 6 6 6 
B L E A N z T I T T T T A 0 T N 8 8 8 8 
s s M L L E H v E H H H D c H s A B C D 

45 0.565 0.008 0.009 -0.025 -0.469 -0,993 1.000 -0.039 0.079 0.050 0.073 0.120 0.066 0.096 0.068 -0.004 -0.020 o:oos -0.011 
46 0.012 0.035 -0.027 -0.017 -0.026 -0.075 -0.039 1.000 0.043 0.054 0.056 0.051 0.063 0.062 0.047 0.032 0.032 0.031 0.027 
47 0.062 0.312 -0.205 -o. 172 0.045 -0.084 0.079 0.043 1.000 0.543 0.553 0.879 0.595 0.555 0.343 0.243 0.263 0.267 0.237 
48 0.086 0.331 -0.242 -o. 166 0.049 -0.057 0.050 0.054 0.543 1.000 0.551 0.619 0.847 0.557 0.417 0.316 0.326 0.309 0.260 
49 0.099 0.403 -0.255 -0.243 0.027 -0.079 0.073 0.056 0.553 0.551 1.000 0.616 0.577 0.955 0.453 0.358 0.373 0.371 0.337 
50 0.091 0.327 -0.217 -0. 176 0.022 -o. 126 0. 120 0.051 0.879 0.619 0.616 1.000 0.680 0.627 0.383 0.275 0.281 0.280 0.245 
51 0.102 0.343 -0.256 -o. 168 0.052 -0.073 0.066 0.063 0.595 0.847 0.577 0.680 1.000 0.598 0.426 0.302 0.306 0.287 0. 259 
52 0.118 0.405 -0.269 -0.236 0.013 -o. 103 0.096 0.062 0.555 0.557 0.955 0.627 0.598 1.000 0.458 0.351 0.362 0.361 0.325 
53 0. 136 0. 465 -0.284 -0.328 -0.062 -0.073 0.068 0.047 0.343 0.417 0.453 0.383 0.426 0.458 1.000 0. ·134 0.480 0.543 0.556 
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TABLE A.5.4 (cmn 1 D) 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS ANO CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: .PRIVATE SfNIORS G 

B R 
0 B B B B B B B F M H E 

N B B B B T B B B B B B B A 0 l B G 
A B B B s B H 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 T T s L I 

0 M 1 0 0 I 1 p 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 E E p A 0 
B E 0 4 3 B 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 x x A c N 
s - 1 2 9 s 3 R B c G c D G I p p N K 1

54 BB068A 0.236 0.266 0.285 -0.056 O. 148 0.039 -0.040 -0.031 0.095 0.079 o. 127 0.)720.116 0.318 0.341 0.003 () 010 0.077 
55 BB068B 0.213 0.266 0.285 -0.084 0.136 0.016 -0.041 -0.014o.113 0.0620.100 0.169 0.085 0.355 0.400 -0.005 0 037 0.066 
56 EB068C 0.228 0.256 0.281 -0.0930.110 -0.007 -0.030 -0.006 0.147 0.0680.1110.173 0.096 0.410 0.462 0.006 0.051 0.026 
57 EB06800.172 0.236 0.265 -0.060 0.094 -0.001 -0.066 -0.0370.142 0.037 0.0780.152 0. 103 0.448 0.505 -0.005 0.053 0.017 

R R R R M M M M M M M M 
E E E E B B A B B B B y y y y A 
G G. G l B B D H B B B B B B B B B B 
I 1; I c 0 0 v M B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 s 

0 0 0 A 1 1 M w 0 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 1 E 
B N N N T 1 1 T R t 9 3 3 3 9 9 9 9 N 
s 2 3 4 H c D H K 6 E E F G A B E F T 

54 -0.003 -0.090 0.012 -0.030 o. 177 0.204 0.407 0.202 -0.032 0.038 0.242 0.092 0. 175 0.212 0.025 0. 165 0.211 ·-0. 149 
55 0.009 -0.085 0.006 -0.021 0.183 0.208 0.424 0.222 -0.060 0.012 0.226 0.092 0.169 0.208 0.0220.159 0.214 -o. 149 
56 0.037 -0.080 0.021 -0.051 0.206 0.221 0.428 0.256 -0.065 -0.014 0.219 0.071 o. 153 0. 193 0.010 0. 149 0. 157 -0. 131 
57 0.040 -0.070 0.016 -0.0250.196 0.190 0.381 0.251 -0.073 -0.048 0.153 0.046 0.111 0.142 -0.0010.1150.135-o.104 

s s R M 
M G v s c c E v A T T E 

c A E 0 L c H ~b A 0 T 0 T 0 D B B E E 

u c N c G H 0 E I> c H T 0 T p B B B B 

T A E A s c p l B B B R T M l 0 0 0 0 

0 c D R T I A R I 0 0 0 E v A A 6 6 6 6 
B l E A N z T I T T T T A 0 T N 8 8 8 8 
s s M l l E H v E ti H H D c H s A B c D 

54 0.072 0.353 -0.222 -0.229 -0.006 0.000 -0.004 0.032 0.243 0.316 0.358 0.275 0.302 0.351 0.434 1.000 0.835 0.615 0.384 
55 0.067 0.384 -0.240 -0.256 0.001 0.017 -0.020 0.032 0.263 0.326 0.373 0.281 0.306 0.362 0.480 0.835 1.000 0.749 0.490 
56 0.095 0.406 -0.252 -0.279 -0.015 -0.010 0.006 0.031 0.267 0.309 0.371 0.280 0.287 0.361 0.543 0.615 0.749 1.000 0.680 
57 0.082 0.388 -0.236 -0.281 -0.011 0.008 -0.011 0.027 0.237 0.260 0.337 0.245 0.259 0.325 0.556 0.384 0.490 0.680 1.000 
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B.l Coding procedures used in this report 

In general, values used in the analysis are the same as given 

in the HIGH SCHOOL BEYOND Codebook. Exceptions are described below.and 

should be read in conjunction with section B.2 of this appendix. 

Missing values: In appendix B.2. an asterisk (*) has been placed 

beside those response categories which were set to missing in the analysis. 

For example, in BB039 (Father's education), the responses "Do not live with 

Father" and "Don't know" have been set to missing. 

Collapsed categories: Response categories that were collapsed 

in the analysis have been bracketed in the variable listing in Appendix B.2. 

Variable reconstruction: 'Ibe values on a limited number of variables 

were reconstructed: 

Coursework taken: For seniors, EB04A--K recoded such that None:mO, 
1/2 year= l, .•••• More than 3 years= 7. For sophomores, items YB006A--K 
and items YB009A--K were combined to match the senior coding. 

Advanced mathematics courses: EB005A-G responses were recoded 
wuco.ra l=~;ave take-.., C=have not taken. Responses t!Leu sU111weci across items. 

Honors English and Honors Mathematics: BBOllC and BBOllD recoded' 
where l=Yes, O•No. 

Homework: BB015 recoded to estimate actual hours. No homework 
assigned or no homework done • O; Less than one hour a week • .5; Between 
1 and 3 hours a week • 2; More than 3 hours, less than 5 s 4, Between 
5 and 10 hours • 7.5; and More than 10 hours a week= 12.5. 

Two Parent Household: Using BB036B-E variable was constructed 
such that if respondent lived either with own mother or female guardian 
and with either father or male guardian, then respondent was considered 
to be living in two parent household and response value • 1. Otherwise, 
response value • O. 

Mother's and Father's expectations: Items BB050A and BB050B 
were used to construct this variable. If response was "go to college" 
variable was coded 1, otherwise it was coded O. 

Cutting class: BB059E was recoded where True = l, otherwise 
coded as 0. 
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Race: Coded black (1) if response to BB089 equals black (1) 
and response to BB090 is not equal to one of Hispanic or Spanish categories. 

Ethnicity: Ethnicity is considered Hispanic (1) if response to 
BB090 1s one of the Hispanic or Spanish categories. 

Siblings: Items BB096A-E are used to construct sibling variable. 
Responses are first recoded to None=O, One=l, Two=2, Three=3, Four=4, and Five 
or more=S. Then these adjusted response values are sulillI!ed over all items. 

Household possessions: BB104C-I ar~ rec0ded where Have=l, 
Otherwise=O. 



-- -- ----
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B.2 Items from the Student Questionnaire 

EB004A-"."'K 

4. Starting with the beginning of the tenth grade and through the end of this school year how 
0 much course work will you have taken in each of the following subjects? 

Count only courses that meet at least three times (or three periods) a \Veek. (1\IARK ONE 
OVAL FOR EACH LINE) !\lore 

th11n 
li2 1 l.'2 2 2 1/2 3 :J 

!>1one I!!!: 1'.!!!. years ~ )'earl' l!!!5 \'ears 

a. 	 Mathematics ..............0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......o ...... o ...... o ..... o ..... o .. 

b. 	 Englishorliterature ......0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 ......0 .....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .. 
c. 	 French ...................0 ..... 0 ..... o ...... o ...... o ...... o ..... o ..... o .. 

d. 	 German ..................0 ..... 0 ..... o ...... o ...... o ...... o ..... o ..... o .. 

e. 	 Spanish ...................0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 ......0 .....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .. 

f. 	 H!story or social studies ...0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 ......O ......O ..... O ..... O .. 
g. 	 Science ...................0 ..... 0 ..... o ...... o ...... o ..... o ..... o ..... o .. 

h. 	 Business. office. or sales ...O ..... 0 ..... O ......O ......O .....O .....O ..... O .. 
i. 	 Trade and industry ........o ..... o ..... 0 ......0 ......0 .....o ..... o ..... o .. 

j. 	 Technicalcourses .........o ..... o ..... o ..... o ...... 0 .....0 ..... 0 ..... o .. 

k. Other vocational courses ...O ..... 0 ..... O ......O ......O .....o ..... 0 ..... O .. 

YB006A--K 
6. 	 During the tenth grade, including all of this school year, how much course work will you have 
0 	 taken in each of the following subjects? Count only courses that meet at least three times (or 

three periods) a week. (~1ARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LIN'E) 

1/2 More than 
~one year year 1 year 

a. 	 :Mathematics ..........0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .... . 

b. 	 Englishorliterature ..0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .... . 
c. 	 French ............... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .... . 

d. 	 German ..............0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .... . 

e. 	 Spanish ...............0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .... . 

f. 	 History or social 


studies .............. 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .... . 

g. 	 Science ...............0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .... . 

h. 	 Business. office. or' 

;;ales ................ 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .... . 

;. Trade and industry .... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ... .. 

j. 	 Technical courses .....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .... . 
k. 	 Other vocationai 


courses .............a ..... o ..... o ..... o .... . 


* First two letters in variable identification refer to grade of respondents; 
"EB" refers to seniors (elder), "YB" refers to sophomores (younger), and "BB" 
refers to items asked both of 
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YB009A--K 

9~ During the 11th and 12th grades. how much course work do you plan to take in each ol the 
0 following subjects? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE) 

•
:!.fore Oon·t 

1/2 l l 112 2 than know 
!':one :? yean ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

a. 	 :Mathematics .......... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......o ..... o ..... o ..... o ..... . 

b. 	 English or literature .. O ..... O ......O ......O ......O .....O ..... O ..... . 
c. 	 French ............... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......o ..... o ..... o ..... o ..... . 

d. 	 G1!r:-:1a.n .............. 0 ..... 0 ......0 ......o ...... o ..... o ..... o ..... . 

e. 	 Spanish ............... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... :0 .....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... . 

C. 	 Histor)· or social 

studies .............. 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......o ..... o ..... o ..... o ..... . 

g. 	 Science ............... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0.: ....o ..... o ..... o ..... o ..... . 

h. 	 Business. office. or 

sales ................0 ..... 0 ..... o ...... Q .....o ..... o ..... o ..... . 
i. 	 Trade and industry .... 0 ..... o ..... O ......Q .....O ..... 0 ..... O ..... . 
j. 	 Technicalccu~s ..... o ..... o ..... o ...... 0 .....0 .....0 ..... Q ..... . 
k. 	 Other vocational 

courses ............. 0 ..... 0 ..... Q ......Q .....o ..... o ..... o ..... . 


EBOOSA-G 

5. 	 Which of the following courses have you taken. counting the courses. you are ta.king this 
semester? (:'rtARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LII'iE) 

'ii'!. Xa; have 
have taken Mt taken 

a. 	 First-yP.ar algebra .........0 ......... 0 ... . 

b. 	 Second·year ai~ebra .......0 ......... 0 ... . 

c. 	 Geometry .................0 ......... 0 ... . 

d. Trigonometry .............0 ......... 0 ... . 

..:. Calculus ..................0 ......... 0 ... . 

f. 	 Phrsics ...................0 ......... 0 ... . 

g. 	 Chemistry ................0 ......... 0 ... . 


13. Have you ever been in any of the following kinds of courses or programs in high school? 
0 C'rl.-\.RK O~E OVAL FOR EACH LI:-iE) 

a. Remediai Engiisi': 1someti?'!':es called basic or essentiaiJ ...........................0 .0 .. 
b. P.emedial ~lathematic~ fsometirr.es called ba.sic or essertia.I) ......................C.0 .. 
c. ..\d\·anced 'lr honors ,rogram in Ena"iish .........................................0. 0 .. 
·.:l. .-\ci\":t??ced or honors program !n :\la::hem:i.tics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......C . 0 . . 

http:sometirr.es
http:C'rl.-\.RK
http:First-yP.ar
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15. 	 Approximately what is the average amount of time )·ou spend on homework a week? 
(MARK ONE) 

No homework is ever assigned .......................•.?i 

I have homework. but I don't do it ...................... O"' 

Less than 1 hour a week ............................... 0 

Between 1 and 3 hours a week ................••.•...... 0 

More than 3 hours, less than 5 hours a week ............. 0 

Between 5 and 10 hours a week ........•.•...•.•.•..... 0 

More than 10 hours a week .......••...........•..•..... 0 


Between the beginning of school last fall and Christmas vacation, about how many days were 
you absent from school for any reason, not counting il1ness? (MARK ONE) 

None ......................••..........•..............0 

1or2 days .•.•....•...•...............................0 

3 or 4 days ...•.................•..•...•...............0 

5 to 10 days .•..............•....................•.....O 

11 to 15 days ..........•....................•....•..•..O 

16 to 20 days ..........................................O 

21 or more ............................................O 


Between the beginning of school last fall and Christmas vacation, about how many days were 
you late to school? (MARK ONE) 

None .............•...................................O 

1or2 days ............................................0 

3 l)r 4 days .................................... '. .......O 

5to10 days ...........................................O 

11to15 days ....•.....................................O 

16 to 20 days .............•......................•.....O 

21 or more ............................................O 


To what extent are the following disciplinary matters problems in your school? (MARK ONE 
OVAL FOR EACH LINE) 

OftelJ Sometimes Rarely or 
happens happens ne•er happens 

Students don't attend 
.school ......................... 0 ..........0 ..........0 ...... . 

Students cut classes. even 
if they attend school ............ 0 ..........0 ..........0 ...... . 

Students talk back to 
teachers ....................... O ..........O ..........O ...... . 

Students refuse to obey 
instructions .................... O ..........O ..........O ...... . 

Students get in fights 
with.each other ................ O ..........O ..........O ...... . 

Students attack or threaten 
to attack teachers .............. 0 ..........O ..........0 ...... . 
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YB020A--E 


20. 	 Listed below are certain rules which some schools have. Please mark those which are enforced 
in your school. (MARK ALL THAT APPLY) 

School grounds closed to students at lunch 

time ........•.......•................................ 0 


Students responsible to the school for 

property damage .........................•...........0 


Hall passes required ........................•.....•..... 0 

"No smoking" rules ..................................... 0 

Rules about student dress ....................... : ....... 0 


~ 
22. 	 Did you do any work for pay lut week. not counting work around the house? (:\lARK ONE) 

Yes ...............0 

No ...............0 


BB032B--G, J, L--0 and YB034L 
34. 	 Have you participated in any of the following types of activities either in or out of school this 

year? (l\IARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE) 
Have 
not 

participated 

Have 
participated 

actively 

a. Athletic ~earns · in or 
out of school ............................. O ..........O ........ . 


b. 	 Cheer leaders. pep club. 
majorettes .............................. 0 ..........O ........ . 

c. Debating or drarn:i ........................ O ..........O ........ . 

d. Band or orchestra ......................... O ..........O ........ . 

e. Chorus or dance ........................... O ..........O ........ . 

f. 	 Hobby clubs such as photog?"&phy, 

model building. hot rod. electronics. 
crafts ................................... O ..........o ........ . 

g. 	 School subject·matter clubs. such as 
:;cience. history. langoJage. business. 
art ...................................... 0 ..........0 ........ . 

h. 	 \'l)Cational education cl•Jbs. such as 
Future Homemakers. Teachers. 
Farmers of America. DECA. 
FBLA. or VICA ......................... Q ......... 0 ....... · 

i. 	 Youth organizations in the community. 
ruch as Scouts. Y. etc. . ................... O· ........ O ....... . 

;. Church activities. including 
youth groups . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......... O· ........ O ....... . 


k.. .. Junior Achievement ....................... O· ........ O ....... . 

l Co-op club ................................ O· ........ O. · ..... . 




32. Have you participated in any of the following types of activities either in or out of school this 
year? (MAKE ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE) 

Have 
participated Han 

Have actively lbut participated 
not not as a leader u a leader 

participated or officer) or officl!r 
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=---==;::-­
a. 	 Varsity athletic teams ......................0 ..............0 ............. 0 ......... . 

b. 	 Other athletic teams - in or 

out of school ...•...............•..•..•......0 ..............0 ............. 0 .........• 
c. 	 Cheer leaders. pep club. 

majorettes .................................0 ..............0 ............. 0 ......... . 
d. 	 Debating or drama .............•...........0 ............._.0 ............. 0 ......... . 

e. 	 Band or orchestra ..........................0 ..............0 ............. 0 ......... . 

f. 	 Chorus or dance ............................0 ..............0 ............. 0 ......... . 

g. 	 Hobby clubs such as photograph~-. 

model building, hot rod. electronics. 
crafts ....................................O ..............0 ............. O ......... . 

h. 	 Honorary clubs, such as Beta Club or 
National Honor Society ...................O ..............0 ............. O ......... . 

i. 	 School newspaper, magazine. yearbook. 
annu~l .................................. Q ..............o .... ·. ·.. · · · · o. · · · · · · · · · 

j. 	 School subject-matter clubs, such as 
science. history. language. business, 
art ..................................... 0 ..............0 ............. 0 ......... . 

k. 	 Student council, student government. 
political club ..•..........................0 ..............0 ............. O ......... . 

I. 	 Vocational education clubs. such as 
Future Homemakers. Teachers. 
Farmers of America. DECA. 
FBLA. or VICA ..........................O ..............0 ............. O ......... . 

m. 	 Youth organizations in the community. 
such as Scouts, Y. etc.· .....•............. o: .............O ............. O ......... . 

n. 	 Church activities, including youth 
groups .................................. O ..............0 ............. O ......... . 

o. 	 Junior Achievement ....................... O ..............O ............. O ......... . 


BB036A--K 

36. 	 Which of the following people live in the same household with you? C\1ARK ALL THAT 
0 APPLY) 

a. 	 I live alone .........................................O 

b. 	 Father ..............................................0 

c. 	 Otht!r male guardian 

tstep-father or foster father) .•....................O 
d. 	 Mother ............................................O 

e. 	 Other female guardian 

(step-mother or foster mother1 ....................O 
f. 	 Brothens1 andtor sisterts) 

!including step- or half· I ..........................O 
g. 	 Grandparent.::.! .....................................O 

h. 	 ~ly husband/wife ...................................Q 

1. 	 sly child or my children ............................Q 

J. 	 Other rebtivets1 !children or adults! .................Q 

k. 	 !ll'on·relative(s1 Ichildren or adults! ..................Q 


*For 	the analysis in this report, last two categories were collapsed. 
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BB037 A-C 

:J'7. 	 Did your mother (stepmother or female guardian) usually work during the following periods of 
your life? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE) 

Did not Worked \VllrKed D•>es :iot 
".Vlll"k Part·time ::1il·t1me l!)Oiy-

a. When you were in high school .......... 0 ..........0 ..........0 ......... 0 ...........0 

b. When you were in elementarY school ... O ..........0 ..........0 ......... 0 ..........0 

c. Before you went to elementarY school ... 0 ..........0 ..........0 ......... 0 ..........0 


BB039 
39. What was the highest level of education your father (stepfather or male guardian) completed? 
0 (MARK ONE) 

Do not live with father (stepfather or male guardian; ........................................ O i 


Less than high school graduation .......•........•.......................................... O 

High school graduation only ..............•................................................ O 


Vocational. trade. or business ........ 
 Less than two years ............................... O

school after high school { Two years or more ................................ O 


Less than two years of college ...................... O 
Two or more years of college 

I including two-year degree I ..................... O 
College program . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Finished college! four- or five-year degree I ......... O 

Master's degree or equivalent ...................... O 
Ph.D.. :\1.D.. or other advanced · 

professional degree ............................. O 


Don't know ...................................................................................O :':": 


BB042 
42. 	 What was the highest level of education your mother (stepmother or female guardia&t 
0 completed? IMARK ONE) 

[RESPONSE CATEGORIES AS SAME AS BB039] 

BB047G 
.ii. How often do you spend time on the following activities outside of school? (:'itARK ONE OVAL 

FOR EACH LINE> 
Once llf E"ery ·fa~· 
:w1ce a ••r :ilm~t

.Vfl!K '*'"tt~· ~ .ja"· I 

g. 	 Talking with your mother or father 
about personal experiences .......... 0 ..........O. · · · · · · · · .O · ·· · · · ·· · O. · · · · · · ·· · 
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46. 	 Are the following statements about your parents true or false? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR 
each line) 

BB046A--C 

Does
not 

True I!!.!!, apply 

* 
a. 	 My mother (stepmother or female guardian) keeps close 

track of how well I am doing in school ...•.................0 .....0 ..... 0 .... 
b. 	 My father (stepfather or male guardian) keeps close 

track of how well I am doing in school .....................0 .....0 ..... 0 ... . 
c. 	 My parents (or guardians) almost always know where 

I am and what I'm doing ..................................0 .....0 ..... 0 ... . 

BB048 

48. During week days about how many hours per day do you watch TV? (MARK ONE) 

Don't watch TV during week ............................0 

Less than 1 hour .......................................0 

1 hour or more. less than 2 ....•.........................0 

2 hours or more. less than 3 .......•..............•..•...0 

3 hours or more. less than 4 ...••........•..•..•..••••...0 

4 hours or more. less than 5 .•.•••.••..•••.•••.•••.••.••.0 

Sor more ..............................................0 


BBOSOA--E 

50. 	 What do the following people think you ought to do after high school? (MARK ONE OVAL 
FOR EACH LINE) Enter a 

:rade 
school 

Get a or an Enter Thev I Does 
Go to full·time appren· militar; don't don't not 
college job ~ service care know ~ 

a. Yourfather ...............0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......o ...... o ..... o ..... o .. . 

b. Yourmother ..............0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... o ...... o ..... o ..... o .. . 

c. .-\guidance counselor ......O .....o ..... o ..... o ...... o ..... o ..... o.'.. 
d. Teachers ..................0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......o ...... o ..... o ..... o .. . 

e. 	 Friends or relatives 

about your own age ......o ..... Q ..... O ..... O ......o ..... o ..... Q ... 

BB053E--H 
53. 	 Please rate your school on each of the following aspects. (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH 

LI~E) 	 ~ 
Don't 

~ Fair Goud Exc.:::en: ~ 

e. Teacher interest in students ................ 0 ..... 0 ......0 ... · .. 0 .... · 0 · · 

f. Effective discipline ........................ 0 ..... 0 ......0. · · · · .0 · · · · .0 · · 

g. Fairness of discipline ...................... 0 ..... 0 ......0. · .. · .0 · · · · .0 · · 

r.. Scnoolspirit .............................. 0 ..... 0 ......0 ......0 ..... 0 .. 
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BB058A--L 

58. 	 How do you feel about each of the following statements? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH 
LINE) 


a. I take a positive attitude toward 
myself .............................. 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 ..... 0 ... . 

b. Good luck is more important than 
hard work for success ....•.......... 0 ..... O ..... O ......O .....0 ... . 

c. I feel I am a person of worth. 
on an equal plane with others ........ O ..... O ..... 0 .....O .....o ... . 

d. I am able to do things as well 
as most othe?' people .................0 ..... O ..... O ......O .....O ... . 

e. Every time I try to get ahead. 
something ot· somebod}· stops me ..... 0 ..... O ..... O ......O .....O ... . 

f. Planning only makes a person 
unhap!)y, since plans hardly 
ever \\.·ork out anyway ...•..•....•...0 ..... o ..... o ...... o ..... 0 ... . 

g. People \Vho accept their condition 
in life are happier than :hose 
who try to change things ............ 0 ..... O ..... 0 .....0 ..... 0 ... . 

h. On the whole. I am sa:isfied 
withmrself .......•........•........0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 .....c ... . 

What happens to me is m~· 

o\\·ndoing ..........................0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .....O ... . 
j. At times I think I am no 

good at all ..........................0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 .....o ... . 
k. When I make plans. I a."Jl aimost 

cert:i.in I can make them work .......O ..... 0 ..... O ......O .....o ... . 
I. I feei I do not have much to 

be proud of .........................0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ..... 0 .....o ... . 
BB059A--F 

59. 	 Are the following statements about your experiences in school true or false? (MARK ONE 
OVAL FOR EACH LINE) 

True ~ 

a. I am satisfied with the way my education is going ................0 ......0 .. . 

b. I have had disciplinar; problems in sc.hool during the !:i.st ~·ear ....0 ......0 .. . 
c. I am interested in school .... ·................•...................0 ......0 .. 

c. I i':ave been suspended or put on probation in school ..............0 ......0 .. . 

e. E\·ery once in a while I cut a cl&iS ...............................0 ......0 .. . 

f. I don"t feel safe at this school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........C... ..0.. . 


BB061E 

6i. 	 Are the following statements about yourself true or false? 1:\IARK ONE O\'A·L FOR EACH 
LINE) 

e. I like to \Vl)rk hard in school .................... 0 ......0 ... . 
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69. 	 As things stand now, how far in school do you think you will get? (MARK ONE) 
0 

Less than high school graduation ......................................•.....................0 
High school graduation only ...............................•......................•.........0 

Vocational, trade. or business { Less than two years ............•...................0 

school after high school · · · · · · · · Two years or more .................................0 


Less than two years of college .......................0 
Two or more years of college 

(including two-year degree) ........ : .............0 
College program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Finish college (four- or five-year degree) ............0 

Master's degree or equivalent .......................0 
Ph.D., M.D., or other advanced 

professional degree ..............................0 


YB072A &B, BB068A &B 
72. 	 Did you expect to go to college when you were in the following grades? (MARK ONE OVAL 

FOR EACH LINE) ~ * 
Was Hadn't 


When you were ... not thought

Yes No sure about it 

a. In the 6th grade? ....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 ..... . 
b. In the 7th grade? ....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 ..... . 
c. In the 8th grade? ....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 ..... . 
d. In the 9th grade? ....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 ..... . 

68. 	 Did you expect to go to college when you were in the foJlowing grades? (MARK ONE OVAL 
FOR EACH LINE) 

* Was x- Hadn'tWhen you were ... not thought 
,!!! No !!!!:!,. ~ 

a. In the 8th grade? ......0 .....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ... . 
b. Inthe9thgrade? ......0 .....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ... . 
c. In the 10th grade? .....0 .....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ... . 
d. In the 11th grade? .....0 .....0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ... . 

If you plan to work full time after high school, do you have a definite job lined up for you after 
you leave high school? (MARK ONE) 

Yes, I'll continue in. a job I now have .................... ·~ 

Yes, I have a new job lined up ...........................0 

No, but I've inquired at employment agencies 


or potential employers, looked in· the 
newspapers, etc. . .....................................0 


No, I haven't done anything yet to get a job ..............0 

Do not plan to work full time after -J'° 


high school ...........................................0 
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Background information • • . 

BB083 

83. 	 Sex: 

(MARK ONE) 


Male .......... .'.O 

Female .......... 0 


BB087A--G 

87. 	 Do you have any of the followin" conditions? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY) 

0 


a. Specific learning disability •••••••••..•••.•..•.•••.0 
b. Visual handicap ....•.•..•..••..•.....••...•.....•.0 
c. Hard of hearing .....••.•.•...•..•.........•.......0 

d. Deafness .••..........•.••.•••.••.....•..•......... 0 

e. Speech disability ..................................0 

f. Orthopedic handicap ••...•.••.....•...•........... 0 

g. Other health impairment . ~ •.•........•.....•..•.•. 0 


BB088 

88. 	 Do you feel that you have a physical condition that limits the kind or amount of work you can do 
on a job. or a.ffects your chances for more education? (MARK ONE) 

No .............. 0 

Yes .............. 0 


:-iOTE: The following four questions pertain to fundamefttal freedoms of e.<tpression. These and other 
questions will pn>vide helpful information for the interpretation oi survey results. If you have any 
reservations about answering questions 91, 92. 93 and 94, please remember that you may leave them 
unanswered. 

BB09l 
91. 	 What is your religious background? (MARK ONE) 

Baptist ..............•.......•...••.......•.....•......0 

Methodist ..•..........•...•.•.•.••..................... 0 

Lutheran ...........•.....•..•.........................0 

Presbyterian ...........................................0 

Episcopalian ...........................................0 

Other ?rotestant denomination ...•......................0 

Catholic ............................................... 0 , 

Other Christian ........................................c2].l 

.Je,vish ..................•......•....................... 0 

Other religion .................... : ..................... 0 

~one .................................................. 0 
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BB089 

90. What is your race? (MARK ONE) 
0 


Black ........•..•..••..•.•....••.•...••.•..•..........0 

\Vhite .........................•.................•....0 

American Indian or Alaskan Native ......•..•.•...•....0 

Asian or Pacific Islander ......•.••••.....•.•••••......O 

Other .................................................0 


BB090 

91. What is your origin or descent? (If more than one, please mark below the one you consider the 
0 most important part of your background.) (MARK ONE) 

HISPANIC OR SPANISH: 

Mexican. Mexican-American, Chicano ........................ ; .............................0 

Cuban. Cubano ...............................................................................0 

Puerto Rican. Puertorriqueno or Boricua .......•.....•••••.•.••.••.•..•..••.•••••..........0 

Other Latin American. Latino, Hispanic, or Spanish descent .........•••..•..••.•..•.........O 


NON-HISPANIC: 

African: 
Afro-American ........•.....•.•..•.••..••.•.•....•.••......•.••••.••.•.•.•....•..••..•..0 
\Vest Indian or Carribean ..•..•..••••..••••.•..•...•.•••.••.••••..••.••...•....•.........0 

Alaskan Native ......••.........•.•.••..... :.........•....•..•...••.••.••.•.....•...•.....0 
American Indian ...........................................................................o 
Asian or Pacific. Islander: , 

Chinese .................................................................................o 

Filipino .....................................................................................o 

India.n. Pakistani or other South Asian ...•..••............•..••.••.....•................ ·O , 

Japanese .•........ :•..•.......•....••.••.•.•.....•.••.....•.••..••......................o 

Korean ...........•..............••....•.•..•..•.............•••...•....................o 

Vietnamese ..•.....•..•.•••.••..•.....••...........•........•••...••..•..••............ ·O 

Other Pacific Islander .•...........••••••....•..••..•••....•..•....•..........•....•.....O 

Other Asian .•.........•.....•...•..•......•......••..••..••...•...·..............•.......O 


European: 

English or Welsh .•.......•.....•••...•.••.•.....•••.•.•......••......•....•..•.•........0 

French ..............•..................•......•..........•...............•.............0 

German .....................•.........•..•.........................•.......... , ......•.0 

Greek ..........................................•.......................................0 

Irish .....................................................................................0 

Italian ..............•...•....•...•..................................................•...0 

Polish ...................................................................................0 

Pormguese .............................................................................0 

Russian ...••..............•......•.....•..•......•..............•........•...•..........0 

Scottish ...............................•..•.......•...•..............•...................0 

Other European ................•.....•........................•...••....................0 


Caila.dian(French) ..............•..............................••.....•..••...............0 

Canadian (Other) ..................•.•.....................................................0 

l.:nit.ed States only ..............................................•..........................0 


Other iWRITE IN) ___________________ .............0 


.. 

http:l.:nit.ed
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BB095 

96. Did anyone at home read to you when you were young before you started school? (MARK ONE) 

~ever .................................................0 

Less than once a month .................................0 

One to iour times a month ..............................0 

Several times a week ...................................0 

Everyday .............................................0 

Don't remember ........................................0 


BB096A--£ 

9i. 	 How many brothers and shiters do you have in each of the age groups below? Please incJude 
step-brothers and step-sisters if they live. or han lived. in your home. (.:\'1ARK ONE OV.;U. 
FOR E.ACH LINE) 

-	 · ­
How 	many brothers and sisters r:.... 
do you have who a.re ... Sone One Two T'nrn Four or :nol'f!

a. 	 Three or more year:i older 
than you .. : .•...................0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 ......0 ..... 0 ... . 

b. 	 1·2 years oider ................ , ... 0 ..... O ..... 0 ......O ......O ..... 0 ... . 

c. 	 Same age as you ...................0 ..... 0 ..... 0 ......0 .....0 .....o .... · 

d. 	 1·2 years younger .................O ..... O ..... O ......O .....O .....O ... . 

e. 	 Three or more years younger .......o'..... o ..... 0 ......0 ......0 .....o ... . 


BBlOO 

99. Americ:i.n familie!I 	are divided be~ow into three equal groups according to how much money the 
family makes in a ~·ear. )lark the ovaJ for the group which comes closest to the amount of money 
your f::unily makes in a year. (.MARI{ ONE) 

1J 3 of American families make: Sll.999 or less ........... 0 
1/3 of American families make: Sl2.000 to $19.999 .•.....O 
1J3 of American families make: $20.000 or more .........o 

3Bl01 

100. 	This time families are divided into seven gMups according to how much money they :n:ike in a 
0 	 year. )lark the oval for the group which comes closest to the amount of money your family 

makH in a year. CM.A.~K ONE) 

.SS.999 or !ess ...........................................0 

$7.000 U> .511.999 .......................................o 

$12.000 to S15.999 ......................................Q 

.SlS.000 ~o U9.999 ......................................o 

$20.000 to ~24.999 ......................................0 

:525.000 to $3'7.999 ......................................o 

.S38.000 or mere ........................................Q 
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BB103 

102. 	How many rooms are there in your home? Count only the rooms your family lives in. Count 
the kitchen (if separate) but not bathrooms. (MARK ONE) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or more 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

BB104A--I 

103. Which of the following do you have in your home? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE) 

Have Do not have 

a. A specific place for study ...........Q .........Q .... . 
b. A daily newspaper .................Q .........0 .... . 
c. Encyclopedia or other 

reference books ..................Q .........0 .... . 
d. Typewriter ........................Q .........Q .... . 
e. Electric dishwasher ................Q .........Q .... . 
f. Two or more cars or trucks 

that run .........................Q .........Q .... . 
g. More than 50 books .................Q .........Q .... . 
h. A room of your own ................Q .........0 .... . 
i. Pocket calculator .................. ·O ........ ·O .... · 

BB115 

112. Do you plan to go to college at some time in the future? (MARK ONE) 

Yes, right after high school ............................ O 

Yes, after s~aying out one year ......................... O 


[ Yes, after a longer period out of 
school .............................................. O 


Don't kno\v ............................... '............ O 

No ................................................... 0 
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B.3 Items from the School Questionnaire 

SB002 

2. Aa of October l, 1980 (or the nearest date for which data &re available), 
what 	•.ra.s the total membership of your high school, and what were the 
memberships in. grades 10 and 12.'Z (IF NONE, WRI:Z 11 011

) 

Total high school 
membershi'D Grade 10 Grade 12 

(A) (B) (C) 

SB018- 18. Please indicate whether each of the following courses are caught in your 
school as separate courses. (CIRCl.E ONE NU!"JSEa. ON EACR LINE) 

Yes No 

a. Second-year algebra •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• l 2 

b. Ar~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 4 

c. Auto mechanics ................................... l i 

d. C•lculu• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 4 

e. ChemiSt%Y' • • • • • • • • •.• • • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • l 2 

f. Drama •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 4 

g. Driver training . ................................ . l 2 

h. Economics 3 4 ........................................ 
i. Ethnic Studies or Black Studies l 2 .................. 
j. Family Life or Sex Education ••••••••••••••••••••• 3 4 

k. Gaomecry ••••.•• ~ ..•••••.•••••••••••..••••...•.••• l 2 

l. 3 4 ............................... 
Third-year Ger.:za:a. l 2 ................................. 

a.. Third-year French 3 4 ................................ 
o. . ................................. . l 2 

p. Physics •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 4 

~. Psyche;» logy ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• l 1 

r. ltussim .......................................... 3 4 

•• •::.gonom.ei:::y ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• l 1 ...
.... ~ood or ::la.chine shap ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• j 4 



B-17 
SB027 

27. 	 Yhich of these facilities are •vailable at your school? 

(CIRCLE AS MANY NUMBERS AS APPLY) 


a. Indoor lounge for students l 
................................ . 
b. Career information center •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 

c. Occupational training center ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 

ct. Media production facilities •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••·~· 4 

e. Remedial reading and/or remedial mathematics laboratory •••• s 
f. 	 Subject area resources center(s) 

other than central liorary ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• l 

g. Depart:mental offices •...........•........•................. 2. 
.
h. Teaching resources center for teachers' use•••••••••••••••• 3 

i. Child care or nursery school facility •••••••••••••••••••••• 4 

j. Student cafeteria •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• s 
SB029 

29·. A. 	 Please indicate vhether or not your school currently offers each of 
the following programa to students. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACR LINE) 

Not 
Offered offered 

a. Credit by contract ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• l 2 
,.

b. Travel fo't' credit •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 4 

c. Of£-campus work. e:iq>erience or 
occupational training for credit ••••••••••• l 2 

d. College Board Advanced Placement Courses ••••• 3 4 

e. Student exchange program••••••••••••••••••••• l 2 

f. Alteruative school program ••••••••••••••••••• 3 4 

g. Special program for pregnant 
girls or mothers ••..•••.••••.•.••..•...••..• l 2 

h. Continuation school •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 4 

i.. Program for the gif1:ed or talented ••••••••••• l 2 

j. Bilingual program •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 4 
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32. 	 ?tease indicace ~he!ner or noc· this high school pa::icipaces or has 
students ~ho parcic:ipace ia each of ~~e fallowing federally assiscad 
01:' fi:ianced pragrm:s. (CUCU ONE MW..B!!. ON UCB. LINE) 

Sc:hool/Stuciencs 
Sc:~ool/ Studes:u:s do(es) nae parcicipace(a) partici?ate 

a. O'pva:d 3or.md 	 l" 

b. Talenc Search 	 l 

c:. 	 Zlem.encary and Sacon~ Educ:acion Ace: 

1. 	 Ticle t (!duc:acion of children 
of econcmic:ally disadvaucaged) l 

:z.. Ti:le IV-3 (Library and 
learning resources) l 

3. Ti:le tV-<: (?ducacional 
imovaticni and su;>por-:) l 

4. 	 Ticle tv-o (Su.;>plemenca:y 
educational cence:3 and 
seriic:es) 1 

S. Ti:le VII (3ilingual educ:acion) 1 

6-. · ticle IX (Ethnic: heritage tcudias) l 

d. !:di;m. ~ducacion Ac: 	 L 

e. :'.::erienc7 Sc:hool Aid .Kc 
(~eseg'!'egacion assiscance) L 

f. S.:hoo l A.u is cance i:& 

iederally A.ffeccad Areas l 2 


I• 	 Ccmp1:'9heJ2.Si•.re ~lo,.,:ea.c md 
T:-ai:i:g .,ace (CZ"".\) 	 l ­

a. 	 7oc:acional !:c!.ucaC.cn::L Ac: of 1963: 

..' .. 	 l 

... 	., 	 ,
7o~C.o:a.l !::!::.c:aC.= 3uic ?-:o:lr-m::s ... z 

~· 

., 
1To-c~c:..,1U.l !:du::a.-:i:c "·­.......

~!!:'3Cl'lS 7L:: s;eci.a.l :a9<i.s 	 .• z 

C~c~eraciv-. 7oc~cioual 
~du=~~io: ?~:ll=3Z: ... 2 

S. ~i~ Sc:ool Voc:acional ~~uc:~ti:n 


~or~~s~~~7 :~:i:1m ... ' ! 


..,
l 	 ­

http:Ccmp1:'9heJ2.Si�.re
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SB033 

33. 	 Please indicate vhether or not your school uses each of the following 
criteria to classify students as han~icapped. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON 
EACH LINE) 

Standard tests for evaluating specific handicaps •••••• 1 2 

Federal guidelines •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 2. 

State guidelines •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••••••• 1 2 

Judgments and observations of 
school counselors and teachers •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 2 

SB034 
34. Bow many students in your high school are classified as handicapped? 

(IF NONE, WRITE "O") 
Number of handicapped students: 

How does your high school usually accommodate the following types of 
handicapped students? (CIRCU ONE NUMBER ON EACli LINE) 

Attend 
regular 
classes 
only
,. 

Attend 
some 

special 
and some 
regular 
classes 

Attend 
special 
classes 
only 

No students 
with. this 

type of 
handicap in 

school. 

a. Multiple handicapped l 2 3 4 

b. Trainable mentally retarded l 2 3 4 

c. Educable mentally retarded l 1 3 4 

d. Rard of hearing l 1 3 4 

e. Dea~ 	 l 2. 3 4 

f. Deaf-b li11d 	 l 2 3 4 

I• Speech im-paired 	 l 1 3 4 

h. l 2. 3 4 visually impaired 	

i. Emotioually disturbed 	 l 2 3 4 

j. Orthopedically im-paired l 2 3 4 

k. Other healtn im~aired 	 l 2 3 4 

t. Specific lear.o.ing 
disabilities l 2 3 4 
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39. 	 ?lea.se indicaca :he sue of yow: high sc:hool's sea..f! i:a. each of :=e 
follovi:g ca:egories. (~ NOM:aa oa. ZZlO O?I !A.Ca LI:ra) 

Nu=ber 	of :Ull-c:i::e 
(or :Ull-ci:ua 

eauivalene) ~ersounel 

a. A.ssia:.anc principala and deans ••••••••••••••• 

b. COW1$elc:n:s , .....•••..•......•..............•. 

c. Classroom :aachers ........................... 

d. Ca::iculum. speciali~:s ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
a. R.e.::1ed.ial special.is cs ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

:. Lib~arians/media s~eciali~:s ••••••••••••••••• 

g. ?sychologisc~ •••••··~··•••••••••••••••••••••• 

h. ?eac:h.i.::.g aides ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
i. Scudenc ceac:!iers ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

j. Volwi:eers ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
k.. Ccue::-ibuted services ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

l. Secu.--i. :y l'JU'ds .............. :. ,• ••••••••••••••• 


SBOS4 

S4. 	 Liated. !:lelav a:e cercaiA :ules wic:h some schools have. !'lea.se indicaca 
~heeher or QOC each is enforced i: you:: high school. (CI:aCI.! ONE 
NtlM!D ou uca I.Dr!) 

Yes I No 

a. School g:-ou:i~ closed to students ac lm:ich •••••••••••• l 1 

o. Students ~es~cu.sibla :o the school 
!a~ p~o~e~-:y dam.agt ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 4 

c:. !,all passes :equUed •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• l 1 

c!. • • 4 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 4 

e. •••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••• 

,
• 1 

http:special.is
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.SllC~6 

S6. To what degree is each of these matters a problem in your high school? 
(CIRCLE ONE NUM!Ell ON EACH LINE) 

Serious NotModerate Minor at all : I I
a. Student absenteeism l 1 3 4 

b. Students' cutting classes l 1 3 4 

c. Parents' lack of interest 
in students' progress l 1 3 4 

d. Parents' lack of interest 
in school matters l % 3 4 

e. Teacher absenteeism l 2 3 ·4 

f. Teachers' lack of 
commitment or motivation l 2 3 4 

g. Physical conflicts among students l 2 3 4 

h. Conflicts between 
students and teachers l 2 3 4 

i. Robbery or theft 1 2 3 4 

j. VandaliSlll of school proper~ l 2 3 4 

k. Student use of 
drugs or alcohol l 2 3 

l. Rape or attempted rape l 2 3 4 

m. Student possession of weapons 1 2 3 4 

n. Verbal abuse of teachers 1 1 3 4 
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Appendix C 

The comparisons carried out in chapter 7 are described below in more 

technical terms, to clarify the complexity that arises in the comparisons. 

Let 

xjh =behavior or school charact~ristic j for student h 

zih = background characteristic i for student h 

15 k 
0 

= 0 if student h is not in an other private school, 

1 if student is in an other private school 

For each behavior or school characteristic j (j = 1, ••• , 13 for seniors, 

j = 1, ••• , 12 for sophomores), two sets of equations are·calculated, for the 

public school sector (k = 1) and the private school sector (k = 2). This is 

altogether 50 equations (2 x 12 + 2 x 13 = 50). 

17 
xjk = ajk +i:l bjki.zih +bjko 15 ok +e:h (1) 

Because 15 k = 0 for all students in the public sector, this term drops out of 
0 

the public sector equations. 

Now let 

zit = the mean of background characteristic i taken over a set of 

students denoted by the index t. In this ·analysis. only two 

sets of students are used: t = 1 _ Public school sophomores; 

t = 2 - Catholic school sophomores. 

then for table 7. 2. 1 and 7. 2. 4 we use equation (1) to calculate 

(2) 



C-2 


When k = 1 (public school equation), then o k = 0, and k'= l; when k = 2 
0 

(private school equation) and o k = 0, then k'= 2; when k = 2 and 
0 

ook = 1, then k~= 3. 

This gives, for each grade level: 

xj =the value of school or behavioral characteristic j in a public
11 

school (=l) for the average student from set 1. (When 1 = 1, 

xjll for the sophomore equation is the same as xji' the 

average value of characteristic j for public school 

sophomores.) 

xj = the value of school or behavioral characteristic j in a
21 

Catholic school (=2) for the average student from set 1. 

"' (When 1 = 2. xj for the sophomore equation is approximately22 

the same as :itj , the average value of characteristic j for 2

Catholic school sophomores. *) 

xj = ' 
the value of school or behavioral characteristic j in an31 

other private school (=3) for the average student set 1. 

This can be seen to be equal to xj2.t + bj • 20 

In table 7.2.1, the numbers in the Catholic - Public column are 

The numbers in the Other Private - Public columns are 

*The full equality holds only if the interaction terms between o ok 

and z are zero - that is, if there is no interaction between the background 1 
characteristics and the other private school characteristic j. In table 7.2.1 

"' and 7.2.4, the values used for xjll and xj respectively are the actual 22 
means xj and xj respectively. 21 2 
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In table 7.2.4, the numbers in the Catholic - Public column are 

The numbers in the Other Private - Public columns are 

xj32 - xjl2• 

To obtain table 7.2.2 and 7.2.5, a regression equation was estimated 

for each test score and each grade level, for the public sector. 

Let 

Ylh = test score of student h in the public sector (=l). 

* 17 * 30 * 
(3)= ai + E bli zih + E blj xjh +eh 

i=l j=l8 

Then in table 7.2.2, the numbers in the row for behavioral or school 

characteristic j are obtained from the numbers in table 7.2.1 and the 

regression coefficients from eq. (3) as follows: 

* A A 

(4)~yljl2 = blj (xj21 - xjll) 

- achievement increment in public schools (=l) which have 

a value for characteristic j equal to that found for the 

average public school sophomore (=l) in Catholic schools (=2) 

relative to the value found for students of the same 

background in public schools. 

* A (5)~yljl3 = blj(xj31 - xjll) 

- achievement increment in public schools (=l) which have 

a value for characteristic j equal to that found for the 

average public school sophomore (=l) in other private 

schools (=3) relative to the value found for students of 

the same background in public schools. 
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In table 7.2.5, the numbers in the row for each behavioral or school 

characteristic j are obtained from the number in table 7.2.4 and the 

regression coefficients from equation (3) as follows: 

(6) 


- achievement in public schools (=1) which have a value for 

for characteristic j equal to that found 
"' 

for the average 

Catholic school sophomore (=2) in Catholic schools (=2) 

relative to the values found for students of the same 

background in public schools. 

As is evident, various other comparisons could be made. The most prominent 

would be that obtained from an equation analogous to equation (3), but for the 

private sector, to give regression coefficients b* j and values for achievement 2

increments of Ay j , Ay j , Ay j , Ay j 3. This would show the effects of 2 12 2 13 2 22 2 2

these school characteristics in the private sector, while tables 7.2.2 and 

7.2.5 show these effects only for the public sector. These comparisons are 

given in a footnote in chapter 7. 

It is useful to sketch in addition what an analysis with a fully 

nested model would look like allowing for differing effects of background 

characteristics in each school and differing effects of behavioral and school 

characteristics.* 

*we would like to thank Ronald Thisted for his helpful comments and 
suggestions in this section. 
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Let 

xkt(i(h)) ·=behavioral characteristic k of student h in school i in 

sector i, or school characteristic k in sector i as 

reported by student h (in school i). 

Then the full equation for each of these characteristics k is 

17 


xki(i(h)) = ~ + aki + ~i(i) + t akij zi(i)j

j=l 

17 
(8)+ t akt(i)j lzt(i(h))j - zt(i)j1 + et(i(h))

j=l 

Where 

~ - overall mean for school or behavioral characterist;i.c

- sector effect on k with a mean of 0~i 

- school effect on k with a mean of 0 within sector i~i(i) 

6 - average effect of background characteristic j on k inktj 


sector i 


6 - effect of background characteristics j on k in school ikiCi)j 

in sector i (mean of i in sector i aki(i)j over = O) 

individual deviation, identically and independently€i(i(h)) 
2distributed with a mean 0 and variance oi(i) 

­

Then the sector effect on achievement through the behavioral and school 

characteristics k is found by: 

Yt(i(h)) 

17 
(9)+.t Ai(i) 0 [zi(i(h))J· - zi(i)J.] + r,;i(i(h))

J=l J 
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where 

Yt(i(h)) _ test score of student h in school i in sector t 

w - overall test mean 

~t - effect of sector t independent of behavioral and school 

characteristics k (mean = O) 

_ school effect independent of behavioral and school 

characteristics k (~ean = 0 within sector t) 

Ytk - effect of behavior or school characteristics k on 

achievement in sector t 

Atj - effect of background characteristic j on achievement in 

sector t 

- effect of background characteristics j on achievement in 

school i in sector t (mean of At(i)j over i in sector 

t=~ 

~t(i(h)) - individual deviation, identically and 	independently 

2distributed with mean 0 and variance T t(i). 

With this model (which does not allow for any individual-level effects 

of behavioral characteristics on homework, and does not allow for the effects 

on achievement of interaction effects between background characteristics and 

school characteristics), the effect of school sector t relative to school 

sector t' on achievement through background characteristic k is given by 

either of two quantities 

Alytt'k = ytk (C\t - akt') 


or 


= Y (a. n - a )
A2y 
tt'k t'k K~ kt' 
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The first of these quantities gives the effect on achievement in sector 1 and 

the second gives the effect on achievement in sector 1'. 

The number of schools makes this fully nested model not feasible to 

estimate. It is probably true that the greatest difference be~ween the fully 

nested model and the model actually estimated lies in our use in equation (3) 

of individual-level values of xjh in estimation of sector effects bij of 

school or behavioral characteristic j on achievement in sector 1, rather than 

school means ak + ak + ak (i) as given in equation (9) for estimation of 1 1

sector effects y k of school or behavioral characteristic k on achievement in 1

sector 1. The within-school variance in xjh will in general make bij greater 

than the comparable y j. 1
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